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Executive summary  

Our understanding of Landcare in Australia is missing a vital component. Although the 

environmental and agricultural outcomes have been well -explor ed, the many other 

benefits of Landcare and natural resource management (NRM) beyond these domains 

have, for the most part, been only anecdotally acknowledged.  

Recognising this, the Australian Landcare Council commissioned an investigation of the 

benefits of Landcare and NRM that exist beyond the biophysical domain. The research 

was intended to establish the extent of the evidence base and to build this into a 

stronger case for investment in Landcare and NRM, both to ensure ongoing levels of 

funding and to gain support from outside the primary industries and environment 

sectors.  

The findings of this research reveal an impressive array of multiple benefits. The 

literature review, interviews and case studies that underpin the findings identified six 

main categ ories of benefits, incorporating 21 sub -categories of benefits. These main 

categories, over and above the environmental and agricultural sustainability outcomes, 

are:  

Lifelong learning ï well established and understood  

The report makes a compelling case fo r a range of positive educational outcomes for 

individuals (for example, continuous learning and skill development) through to the 

broader community (for example, spreading awareness and delivering innovation). 

Landcare and NRM were seen to offer both form al and informal educational mechanisms, 

and often extended to areas of society that are traditionally difficult to reach.  

The Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon case study, where northern Sydney residents worked to 

ensure the local catchment was properly and sus tainably protected, highlighted the 

potential reach of these educational benefits through its awareness raising among the 

community and policy makers (which resulted in changes to government policy).  

Social ðcommunity health and wellbeing ï complex but 
cons iderable  

Landcare and NRM not only provide an avenue for a very real connection with the natural 

environment, but also lead to increased social networking and participation ðboth of 

which can contribute to physical and mental well -being. The agricultural an d 

environmental outcomes of Landcare and NRM ða healthier living environment ðalso 

contribute to healthy individuals and communities.  

The Upper Goulburn Landcare Network and Goulburn Broken Catchment Management 

Authority case study ða fire recovery project ðdemonstrates the capacity for Landcare 

and NRM to contribute to community health and well -being. In addition to directly aiding 

in the disaster recovery, this project allowed individuals to have meaningful contact with 

the environment and increased social co nnectedness and participation in community 

activities (including from urban dwellers and those not previously involved in Landcare or 

NRM).  
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Social ðpolitical and social capital ï a vital part of the 
social fabric  

The dynamic social relationships and cohesio n developed through Landcare and NRM can 

form an intrinsic part of the social fabric, in many cases filling gaps in the community 

beyond the agricultural and environmental domain. The benefits ðparticularly for regional 

and rural communities ðinclude enhance d social capacity and cohesion, stronger local 

governance, the increased recognition of women in rural communities, and self -

empowerment and fulfilment.  

For example, the Naturally Resourceful workshops case study (run by the Queensland 

Murray Darling Comm ittee and Mitchell Landcare) often had a profound impact on the 

way women operated in their local communities and catalysed representational 

opportunities for workshop graduates on local boards, councils and a range of community 

organisations.  

Economic ï a  considerable set of numbers  

The report draws out that Landcare and NRM can generate an economic return in the 

order of 2 -5 times the original investment. This economic benefit arises through access 

to labour, equipment, expertise and training, financial a ssistance, and increased farming 

profitability. The scale of the economic return is also important, with Landcare 

contributing to individuals as well as regions (including Indigenous communities) and 

providing a framework for investment and support on a la rger scale.  

In addition to increasing the productivity of the land, the case study exploring the Web of 

Trees farm forestry project (developed by the Otway Agroforestry Network) 

demonstrated economic benefits in the form of an alternative and diversified source of 

income as well as an increase in land values.  

Cultural ï increasing connections in new ways that are 
very old  

The report highlights the significant benefits a connection with country has for spiritual, 

social, physical and mental health ðparticula rly in Indigenous communities. In some 

cases Landcare has helped to maintain or increase existing connections, while in others it 

has created new connections or re - created connections that existed prior to white 

settlement.  

Two case studies highlight the cultural benefits of Landcare and NRM: the Friends of 

Narrabeen Lagoon case study (representing an urban setting) and the Roper River case 

study (a remote setting). These projects not only contributed to the preservation of and 

access to traditional Indige nous knowledge, but also to the understanding of traditional 

Landcare and NRM activity among the broader community.  

Resilience ï resilient people, resilient landscapes  

The report puts the view that resilient individuals, communities and landscapes are the 

end state of the multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM. Resilience in this case arises 

through the multiple benefits being evident, heavily integrated, interdependent and 

mutually reinforcing. This is strongly demonstrated in the case studies and literatur e 
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reviewed. In particular, Landcare promotes the formation of complex networks that allow 

communities to support each other and to can provide services beyond the agricultural 

and environmental domain when faced with adversity.  

The beneficiaries of multipl e benefits  

In addition to the traditionally recognised beneficiaries of Landcare and NRM, this report 

identifies an additional set of stakeholders who benefit in ways that have not been 

previously recognised or well articulated. This group of beneficiaries  crosses all scales ð

from individuals to national level bodies ðmore truly represents the diverse beneficiaries 

of Landcare and NRM and aligns with the contemporary direction of NRM in Australia with 

its focus on resilience and linked socio -economic systems.  

Future directions  

Multiple benefits and resilience research is an emerging area of both theory and practice 

and this report should be considered as a starting point in driving thinking, research and 

action. The evidence base for multiple benefits needs to  be further developed, and this 

report suggests several indicators for doing so.  

Australian Landcare Committee (ALC) response  

The Australian Landcare Council sees this investigation and the preparation of this report 

as a starting point to further underst and and promote the broader benefits of Landcare 

and NRM. The evidence base for the multiple benefits needs to be further developed, with 

the Landcare community in a perfect position to contribute to the data already collected. 

The council will communicate  the findings of this report, consider possible methodologies 

for developing the evidence base and making it available to all, seek to further refine the 

indicators of multiple benefits, and provide advice to government on the findings of this 

report. As t he evidence base develops and our understanding of the multiple benefits of 

Landcare and NRM grows, the council believes a strong case will emerge for increased 

and co - investment in Landcare and NRM, and for greater collaboration across 

government portfoli os and the various sectors of the community.  
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This report has been prepared by GHD for Department of Agriculture  and may only be 

used and relied on by Department of Agriculture  for the purpose agreed between GHD 

and the Department of Agriculture  as set out in Section 1.1 of this report.  

GHD otherwise disclaims responsibility to any person other than Department of 

Agriculture  arising in connection with this report. GHD also excludes implied warranties 

and conditions, to the extent legally permissible.  

The services undertake n by GHD in connection with preparing this report were limited to 

those specifically detailed in the report and are subject to the scope limitations set out in 

the report.  

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on 

condi tions encountered and information reviewed at the date of preparation of the report.  

GHD has no responsibility or obligation to update this report to account for events or 

changes occurring subsequent to the date that the report was prepared.  

The opinions , conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on 

assumptions made by GHD described in this report (refer section 1.3 of this report).  

GHD disclaims liability arising from any of the assumptions being incorrect.  

GHD has prepared this repor t on the basis of information provided by Department of 

Agriculture and others who provided information to GHD (including Government 

authorities)], which GHD has not independently verified or checked beyond the agreed 

scope of work. GHD does not accept lia bility in connection with such unverified 

information, including errors and omissions in the report which were caused by errors or 

omissions in that information.  
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Purpose of this report  

To date the outcomes achieved by Natural Resource Management (NRM) and Landcare 1 

programs and projects have mostly been reported in biophysical areas, with much less 

information about their social and economic contributions. In response, the Department 

of Agriculture and the Australian Landcare Council (A LC) commissioned GHD to 

undertake a project to investigate the benefits of Landcare and NRM beyond the 

biophysical domain. This report is the key output from the project and aims to:  

¶ identify the multiple stakeholders benefiting from Landcare and NRM  

¶ contr ibute to an evidence base for the multiple and unrecognised benefits of 

Landcare and NRM  

¶ assist in establishing a value proposition for Landcare and NRM that will build 

support from agencies and organisations outside the NRM sector and provide a case 

for i nvestment  

¶ suggest key measurable indicators which can be used to monitor and report on 

multiple outcomes and benefits, so that returns on future Landcare and NRM 

investment can be demonstrated.  

The report is structured to address the above objectives. Sect ion 1 provides a general 

introduction including definitions and an overview of the project approach. Owing to the 

potential broad readership of the report, the introduction is followed by some background 

material on Landcare and NRM (Section 2). Sections 3  and 4 detail initial project findings 

which are drawn together to deliver an outcome aligned with the project objectives in 

Section 5. Section 6 contains a summary and recommendations.  

1.2 Defining multiple benefits  

For the purpose of this report, GHD has  adopted the multiple benefits definition provided 

by the Department of Agriculture and the ALC, which is as follows:  

ñmultiple benefits (sometimes called co-benefits) refer to positive impacts or 

benefits that are additional to the primary intended benefi ts for which an NRM or 

Landcare investment is made. These multiple benefits can affect multiple 

stakeholders, can be both intended and unintended, and may not have been 

previously recognised, valued, measured or reported. They include social and 

community,  health and wellbeing, resilience and recovery, cultural, socio -political, 

economic, environmental and ecosystem benefits.ò 

                                           

1 There is sometimes discussion over the use of ñsmall ólô landcareò which generally covers integrated land and 
water management (i.e. the ethic part of the definition) and ñbig óLô Landcareò being the community movement 
and its many institutions, programs and initiatives (the movement and the model part of the definition). We use 
Landcare in its broadest context and in keeping with the definition. Where the report uses ñlandcareò it is 
explicitly referring to land management practices.  
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1.3 Project approach  

The project objectives were delivered in three main steps comprising a comprehensive 

literature review, a serie s of interviews and case studies followed by a synthesis of 

findings based on the literature, interviews and case studies (Figure 1). The main output 

of the project is a report addressing the project objectives, as noted in Section 1.1.  

Figure 1: Summary o f project approach  

 

1.3.1 Literature review  

The literature review was conducted by Environmental Evidence Australia (EEA) to 

establish a baseline of the published information about multiple benefits which result 

from Landcare and NRM. Relevant literature was searched, stored and broadly 

synthesised.  

The evidence search used a range of methods across various sources (web based 

international databases, web search engines, electronic searches of key individuals and 

key organisations). All cited evidence was u ploaded into an electronic Zotero evidence 

base to enable future access or further enquiry (Appendix A). Tabulated search results 

and the initial findings of the literature review are located at Appendix B.  

1.3.2 Interviews  

Twenty seven semi -structured int erviews were completed to gain an understanding of 

the social, economic, cultural, health, learning, awareness and practice change and 

community outcomes and benefits and how these contribute to building community 

resilience and capacity to handle major ch allenges.  

Interview participants were initially suggested by GHD and then refined in consultation 

with the Department of Agriculture and the ALC, with the final list of participants 

covering the following sectors:  

¶ agencies  

¶ regional NRM groups  
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¶ Landcare netw orks and associations (national, state and regional/local levels)  

¶ educational institutions  

¶ non -government organisations  

¶ regional environmental and farming groups  

¶ local government and community groups  

¶ prominent individuals with long term knowledge of Land care and NRM.  

The interview questionnaire appears at Appendix C and the list of interview participants 

at Appendix D.  

1.3.3 Case studies  

An initial list of case studies was prepared based on suggestions from the ALC and GHD. 

A nationwide call for case stud ies was then made via an email to the Regional Landcare 

Facilitators Network. A consolidated ñlong listò of case studies was then prepared and 

reviewed by GHD, the Department of Agriculture and the ALC using a multi - criteria 

approach. This resulted in a sh ort list of five case studies which were selected for detailed 

review.  

The multi - criteria approach was utilised to select case studies to provide a transparent 

way to identify projects that were thought to best demonstrate measurable benefits and 

outcomes of Landcare and NRM. The following criteria were used:  

¶ categories of multiple benefits  

¶ program areas  

¶ integration with other sectors (organisations/activities)  

¶ geographical locations and social variables  

¶ availability of information and other project conside rations  

Table 1 outlines the multi criteria selection matrix that was used to prioritise case 

studies. It is important to note that the initial findings and evidence base of the literature 

review led to a refinement of the categories of multiple benefits a fter the case studies 

were selected. This did not impact on the case study findings, but explains the slight 

difference in the criteria for selection of case studies and the way multiple benefits are 

detailed in the rest of this report.  
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Table 1: Multi - crit eria selection matrix for case study selection  

Case study 

program area  

Categories of 

multiple benefits*  

Integration with other sectors  

Coastcare  

Rangelands  

A significant 

Landcare Network  

Urban / Bushcare  

Cultural  

Education  

Social Capital  

Resilience  

Econom ic 

Cultural  

Agencies  

Regional NRM Groups  

Landcare networks and associations  

Educational institutions  

Non -government organisations  

Regional environmental groups  

Farming groups  

Local government and community groups  

Commercial organisations  

International Land care projects  

Prominent individuals  

* These categories were accurate at the time the case studies were selected, but vary slightly from the final 
categories that are used in the report and which are summarised in Section 3.1.  

The five case studies chosen for this project were:  

1.  Upper Goulburn Landcare Network, Victoria ï Fire Recovery Project (site visit 

included)  

2.  Queensland Murray Darling Committee and Mitchell Landcare, Queensland ï 

Naturally Resourceful Program (conducted by phone)  

3.  Otway Agroforestry Net work, Victoria ï A Web of Trees: Yan Yan Gurt Creek 

Catchment (site visit included)  

4.  Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon Catchment, NSW ï Narrabeen Lagoon Activities 

program (site visit included)  

5.  Roper River Landcare Group ï Building Capacity to Protect the Cultura l and 

Production Values of Mangarrayi Traditional Lands (site visit included)  

Further detail on the case studies is provided in Section 4.2.  

1.3.4 Evidence synthesis  

The synthesis of evidence was carried out throughout the project, but was particularly 

emp hasised towards the later stages. This included a workshop between GHD and EEA 

which reviewed available evidence (literature review, case studies and interviews), 

developed potential indicators and considered the broader value proposition for Landcare 

and NRM. 

The synthesis of evidence was also a particular focus during the development and review 

of this report. As part of the review of the draft report, the paucity of published literature 

in some of the multiple benefit categories emerged as an issue. This  led to a change in 

emphasis of the reportôs findings with greater importance now being placed on the 
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evidence provided from case studies and interviews versus that present in the published 

literature.  
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2. Natural Resource Management and Landcare  

Various de finitions exist for Landcare and Natural Resource Management (NRM). This 

variation does not generally cause any significant issues and to some extent ñgoes with 

the territory.ò However, the broad target audience of this report means that some 

definitions a nd high level background in Landcare and NRM is necessary, as is some 

detail on their broad achievements to date.  

2.1 Definitions  

The most current and wide ranging definition of Landcare is defined in the Australian 

Framework for Landcare (Australian Frame work for Landcare Reference Group, 2010) 

which states that Landcare is comprised of:  

¶ An ethic  ï a philosophy, influencing the way people live and work in the landscape 

while caring for the land (soil, water and biota)  

¶ A movement  ï local community action fo unded on stewardship and volunteerism, 

putting the philosophy into practice  

¶ A model  ï a range of knowledge generation, sharing and support mechanisms 

including groups, networks (from district to national levels), facilitators and 

coordinators, government a nd non -government policies, structures, programs and 

partnerships influencing broad -scale community participation in sustainable 

resource management  

The above definition puts Landcare in its broadest terms and is the approach used within 

this report. All n atural resource care activities and projects are encompassed within this 

definition, including those carried out by Landcare groups, Landcare networks, Bushcare, 

Coastcare, Rivercare, Dunecare, friends of groups, non -government organisations, 

Indigenous gr oups, producer groups, environmental groups and educational institutions.  

2.1.1 Natural Resource Management  

We define NRM as the way in which people and natural landscapes interact, and how 

individuals, groups, institutions and governments deal with the co mplex and intimate 

interdependence of delivering economic, environmental and social outcomes. NRM 

operates from the micro scale to the global scale and is sometimes used as one way to 

help solve wicked problems. 2 In Australia, NRM is being increasingly vie wed in a systems 

context using principles of resilience thinking and linked socio -ecological systems 

(systems of people and nature).  

2.1.2 Resilience  

Resilience thinking concepts work well with Landcare and NRM. A common definition of 

resilience is the abi lity of a system to tolerate disturbance and reorganise so as to have 

                                           

2 Wicked problems have a range of definitions. The Australian Public Service Commission (2007) definition is 
used here: those problems that go beyond the capacity of any one organisation to understand and respond, 
and where there is o ften disagreement about the causes of the problems and the best way to tackle them.  
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essentially the same function, structure and feedback, that is to have the same identity 

(Walker and Salt, 2012). With Landcare and NRM, resilience is particularly concerned 

with the int eraction and management of self -organising systems as well as their 

thresholds, adaptation and transformation.  

2.2 A brief history  

Landcare and NRM share many common elements and in many situations in Australia it is 

reasonable to see them as interdependen t. Certainly they have run hand in hand, and 

achieved significant outcomes, since the establishment of the Landcare movement in the 

mid -1980s.  

The first legislation in Australia with a focus on NRM was arguably the NSW Western 

Lands Act (1901), which was p ut in place following widespread land degradation and soil 

erosion after the then record drought, and overgrazing by stock and feral animals. Soils 

and land degradation remained the focus of NRM efforts in Australia for a considerable 

period thereafter. As  examples:  

¶ in the 1930s, researchers developed the first guidelines for restoring degraded 

farmland and various agencies with a responsibility for soil conservation were 

established  

¶ in 1946, a Premiers Conference established a standing committee on Soil 

Conservation  

¶ after various research projects, the National Soil Conservation Program (NSCP) 

commenced in 1983  

In the 1980s, the NRM agenda broadened considerably and became more formalised and 

increasingly focussed on community engagement. Landcare also comm enced in the 

1980s, kicking off in a formal sense in Victoria in 1986, and becoming a national initiative 

three years later via the historic National Farmersô Federation (NFF) and Australian 

Conservation Foundation (ACF) partnership. In 1989, the Hawke Gov ernment declared 

the 1990s the Decade of Landcare and announced significant funding via the National 

Landcare Program. Following the Decade of Landcare, the Australian Government 

continued to support Landcare via a range of programs and initiatives includi ng the 

Natural Heritage Trust, Caring for our Country and the Biodiversity Fund.  

At the national level, Landcare commenced as a unique partnership between two key 

national non -government organisations, various levels of government and the wider 

Australian community. The Australian Government initiatives have been supported over 

the years by the States and Territories and also via corporate sponsorship and 

philanthropy which has mostly been delivered by Landcare Australia Limited.  

Whilst Landcare has had it s share of difficulties and government support has waxed and 

waned, it has matured into a very broad movement that is likely to remain part of 

Australian society for the long term. Challenges and opportunities still remain and are 

neatly encapsulated in th e recent Community Call for Action which urged all Australians 

to take responsibility for the way they live in the landscape.  

The development of Landcare and NRM in Australia share some common elements; both 

started small and through various levels of comm unity and government support have 

evolved into something that is a unique community and government partnership. The 
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partnership has moved through stages including attitude change and awareness building, 

community engagement, formal institutions and more re cently into a broader agenda 

that seeks to involve more people in more diverse areas.  

Much of the current agenda in Landcare and NRM is underpinned by a drive towards the 

use of resilience thinking, linked socio -ecological systems and the need for ongoing  

efficiency, effectiveness and impact. Assessing the benefits of Landcare and NRM from a 

multiple benefits perspective dovetails very well with this agenda; to date most of the 

achievements of Landcare and NRM have been considered somewhat narrowly, with t he 

emphasis being on assessing the contributions made towards improving the condition of 

the natural resource base and community engagement in Landcare and NRM.  

2.3 Landcare in operation  

Landcare encompasses a diverse range of formal and informal instituti ons. These include 

Landcare groups, Landcare networks (district, regional and national levels), local 

government, regional NRM groups, state and territory governments, the Australian 

government, non -government organisations, companies and individuals. Land care 

programs and activities range from large scale national and international programs 

through to small scale capacity building projects worth a few hundred dollars.  

Landcare activities are undertaken by Landcare aligned groups, friends of and other 

indep endent groups as well as statutory and non -statutory NRM organisations across 

Australia. It is not relevant to detail all Landcare - related organisations in this report. 

Instead the following sections provide a sample of the depth and breadth of Landcare 

operations:  

¶ across government  

¶ in its role as a key advisor  

¶ in a non -government setting  

¶ as a coordinator of effort and on ground action  

Australian Government  

The Australian Government recognises the important role Landcare and collective 

community action play s in the sustainable management of Australiaôs environment and 

natural resources. Support is provided to Landcare delivery via the ALC and its 

Secretariat, the Caring for Our Country initiative and other activities of the Department of 

Agriculture and the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and 

Communities (SEWPAC).  

One indication of the scale at which Landcare operates is the range of Australian 

Government funded staff that are responsible for directly delivering Landcare outcomes.  

These include:  

¶ Australian Government NRM Officers who work at a state or territory level to help 

governments, regional bodies, Landcare and community groups, and other NRM 

organisations understand the opportunities through Caring for our Country, to 

suppo rt the delivery of other programs and projects and to inform policy makers on 

regional issues.  
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¶ The National Landcare Facilitator who works with the Landcare movement and 

other NRM stakeholders, advocating the Landcare ethos and supporting community 

Landcar e through an advisory role. The National Landcare Facilitator has a special 

focus on sustainable production in the primary industry sector, together with the 

engagement and participation of community groups in NRM programs.  

¶ Regional Landcare Facilitators w ho are funded through the Caring for our Country 

initiative. The Australian Government funds one full - time equivalent Regional 

Landcare Facilitator position in each of the 56 NRM regions (Department of 

Agriculture, 2012c). Regional Landcare Facilitators pr omote the uptake of 

sustainable farm and land management practices. They also establish, assist and 

develop community Landcare and production groups so that those groups can help 

share information and provide support to farmers and other land managers to m eet 

challenges such as climate change (Department of Agriculture, 2012b).  

Australian Landcare Council  

The ALC is a national advisory body which provides advice to the Australian Government 

on Landcare and matters concerning NRM.  

The issues the ALC conside rs include insight into future opportunities and ensuring the 

Landcare movement and Australian community can meet the challenges of food security, 

climate variability, supporting volunteers and maintaining the environment (Department 

of Agriculture, 2012a) . The ALC supports the implementation and promotion of principles 

in the Australian Framework for Landcare and the Community Call for Action and is 

responsible for overseeing the five -year (mid - term) review of the Australian Framework 

for Landcare and the Community Call for Action on behalf of the Landcare community.  

Landcare Australia Limited  

Landcare Australia Limited (LAL) is a not - for -profit company that raises awareness and 

sponsorship support for the Landcare, Junior Landcare and Coastcare movements.  LAL 

receives funding from various sources, including governments (Department of 

Agriculture, SEWPAC, and some state government support), corporate organisations 

(through tailored partnerships) and private donations.  

LAL is supported by the Landcare Austr alia Limited Board of Directors, the Landcare 

Australia Limited Advisory Council and the Landcare Australia Limited Steering 

Committee which oversees key deliverables against LALôs contract with the 

Commonwealth.  

National Landcare Network  

The National Land care Network is a coalition of state and territory organisations 

representing Landcare, including Victorian Landcare Council, Tasmanian Landcare 

Association, Queensland Water and Land Carers, Landcare South Australia, Landcare ACT 

and Landcare NSW Inc. (Fi gure 2).  
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Figure 2: National Landcare Network  

 

The National Landcare Networkôs website lists its primary charter to: 

¶ foster a cohesive and cooperative forum to collaborate, support, advocate for and 

add value to Landcare and other community volunteer NRM groups (Landcare, 

Coastcare, etc) to address strategic and proactive NRM and environmental issues  

¶ foster strategic partnerships between Landcare groups and the broader NRM and 

environmental stakeholders including: regional NRM organisations; governments; 

industry groups; Indigenous organisations and community groups; and other non -

government community groups  

¶ celebrate the achievements of Landcare across Australia and promote Landcare and 

community based NRM organisations and activities  

¶ identify, communicate  with and represent community based Landcare at the 

national level to develop and foster ideas, knowledge and resources  

¶ speak as the national voice in the development of Landcare and broader NRM and 

environmental policy.  

2.4 Key achievements of Landcare  

While there has been some difficulty measuring long term change in the status of 

Australiaôs natural resources, a range of program evaluations leave little doubt that 

Landcare, NRM programs and the Landcare/NRM partnership has been an outstanding 

success. Th e last major reviews revealed around 6,000 Landcare groups across Australia 

(Department of Agriculture, 2009) and that over 140,000 or 94% (ABS, 2006 -07) of 

farmers had delivered some type of NRM activity. By November 2010, over $1.7 billion 

had been commi tted to support new projects involving farmers, Indigenous groups, 

regional NRM organisations, Landcare and other volunteer environmental groups across 

Australia.  

Landcare has been instrumental in achieving broad -scale community involvement and 

improved sy stems of sustainable resource use and management across Australia. The 

many recognised environmental benefits and achievements are outlined in the Australian 

Framework for Landcare (Department of Agriculture, 2010) including:  

¶ planted millions of trees, shr ubs and grasses  

¶ repaired riparian zones and restored water quality by reducing erosion and fencing 

out stock from riverbanks  
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¶ protected remnants of native vegetation  

¶ regenerated areas to provide habitat for native wildlife  

¶ improved ground cover, grazing met hods and soil management  

¶ rehabilitated coastal dunes and recreational areas.  

Along with the environmental focus, Landcare incorporates a strong social aspect. 

Communities have understood the benefits of joint action to analyse and solve local 

problems, in cluding many that are beyond the capacity of individuals to solve. This has 

been vital in providing social cohesion and support structures in rural communities 

struggling to survive in the face of economic and environmental pressures. In this sense, 

Landca re has made a considerable contribution to the health and welfare of local 

communities (Department of Agriculture, 2010).  

Achievements directly attributable to Landcare are summarised in Evolution of Landcare 

in Australia (Love, 2012) which recognises that  Landcare has:  

¶ provided an essential vehicle to assist a nation to change direction and work 

towards ecologically sustainable development  

¶ involved more than 5000 community -based Landcare and related groups currently 

operating  

¶ harnessed major community in -kind and financial investment through broad -scale 

community participation in sustainable resource management for the long term  

¶ supported intergenerational learning through group corporate knowledge, family 

knowledge and school activities  

¶ enabled thousand s of people across communities since the 1980ôs to develop their 

capacities in skills, knowledge and application that has delivered outcomes 

including:  

ï the repair of land degradation on private and public land across the country 

including soil erosion, wa ter quality and ecological decline  

ï the prevention of further degradation to the natural resource base  

ï the uptake of resource management practices integrated into food and fibre 

production  

ï a sense of responsibility outside landholder property boundaries  

ï better linkages and integration between Aboriginal caring for country and 

European land management cultures and their people  

ï opportunities for Aboriginal people to reconnect with country  

ï an understanding of the changes required to reduce greenhouse gas 

emis sions, manage climate change adaptability and water quality and 

availability while maintaining food and fibre security  
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ï social cohesion and community resilience across regions through incorporating 

social, economic, environmental and cultural considerations  into everyday 

activities that also assist disaster recovery in farming and pastoral 

communities  

ï positioning Australia as a world leader of a national community -based process 

that has successfully shifted attitudes and practices at the local level where 

th e application of change actually needs to take place.  

Results from the Health of the Landcare Movement Survey (De Hayr, 2012) concluded 

the vast majority of individual farmers and groups surveyed felt Landcare was still 

relevant to the future and that farm ers considered Landcare to have a major role in 

responding to challenges such as food security, environment and climate change 

adaptation.  

Evaluations of NRM investment also report very positive outcomes. Recent results from 

the review of the Australian Go vernmentôs Caring for our Country Program as well as the 

Programôs Annual Reports indicate the significant on ground results from NRM investment 

across Australia over the last five years.  

2.5 Moving towards multiple benefits  

The above sections have provide d some indication of the history and scope of Landcare 

and NRM and their achievements to date. While these achievements have been 

significant, and have helped to improve the condition of the natural resource base, little 

has been done to measure successes and contributions in line with the broader goals that 

fit the emerging agenda of Landcare and NRM, that is, to assess their multiple benefits 

and outcomes.  

Assessing the multiple benefits and outcomes of Landcare and NRM is the focus of the 

remaining secti ons of this report. Before doing this, it is necessary to briefly comment on 

the scales 3 of multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM which are the focus of the report.  

As noted in Section 1.2, the definition of multiple benefits used is broad and functions at  

a range of scales. The spatial focus of the bulk of the literature and case studies reviewed 

as part of this project at individual, groups, local community and regional level. At 

institutional scale, multiple benefits have tended to be reported at group, regional and 

national scale and so these areas are also focussed on in this report. The report considers 

these scales in an integrated way and so focuses at groups, local community and regional 

scale, with come coverage of national matters.  

                                           

3 In this report, scale refers to spatial and institutional scale and not to the temporal dimension.  
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3. Multiple ben efits of Landcare and NRM: The 

literature  

This section presents a summary of the findings of the multiple benefits of Landcare and 

NRM, as reported in the literature evidence synthesis conducted by Environmental 

Evidence Australia. The full synthesis appea rs at Appendix B.  

A plethora of what can be called Landcareôs success in achieving NRM change has been 

reported in various evaluations (Curtis and De Lacy, 1995; Curtis et al., 1993; 

Department of Agriculture, 2003; Edmonson, 2010; Horvath, 2001; Woodhill,  1992; 

Youl, 2006), in forums and workshops (Landcare Victoria and Department of 

Sustainability and Environment, 2008a, 2008b, 2008c, 2008d) and via various interviews 

and studies. Each case study or story is a small slice through the history of Landcare a nd 

NRM in Australia.  

The successes of these small slices of Landcare and NRM are influenced by the local 

context, individuals, communities and broader Landcare arrangements. The literature 

reveals that these successes can be expressed in ways well beyond t he number of 

volunteers involved and the amount of on ground NRM work completed. This has been 

demonstrated in the literature by a diverse range of linked socio -economic benefits that 

are often delivered in addition to the predicted NRM outcomes.  

3.1 Categ ories of multiple benefits  

The synthesis of evidence summarises the multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM into 

the following categories:  

¶ learning, awareness and practice change  

¶ social ï community health and wellbeing  

¶ social ï political and social capital  

¶ economic  

¶ cultural  

¶ resilience.  

The categories for multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM are not discrete, but instead 

are heavily integrated and interdependent. For example, it is difficult to discuss mental 

health outcomes without considering these to be al so factors of individual resilience. 

Similarly there is a strong interdependency between social capital and learning, 

awareness and practice change as there is between learning, awareness and practice 

change and economic benefits.  

Table 2 outlines the key categories identified through the literature review and the sub -

categories for which there was sufficient evidence of multiple outcomes and benefits. 

These categories were reviewed and refined as the project progressed and are used 

throughout this report. The remainder of Section 3 summarises the findings of the 

literature review against these multiple benefit categories.  



 

14  | Report for the Australian Landcare Council -  Multiple Benefits of Landcare, 21/21673  

Table 2: Categories of multiple benefits  

Categories  Sub - categories  

Learning, awareness and 

practice change  

Awareness raising  

Practice c hange  

Multigenerational reach  

Improved knowledge  

Scales of change  

Continuous learning  

Social ï community health and 

wellbeing  

Contact with natural environment  

Social networks  

Physical and mental health benefits  

Social ï political and social 

capital  

Partn erships and networks  

Leadership and public participation  

Governance and self - regulation  

Localism and empowerment  

Increasing the recognition of women in rural 

communities  

Personal growth  

Filling the void  

Increasing awareness, skills and knowledge  

Economic  Increased financial return  

Access to resources  

Training and management techniques  

Cultural  Connection with Country  

Resilience  Resilient people and resilient landscapes  

3.2 Learning, awareness and practice change  

In one of his earlier papers, Campbell st ated that ñmany committed, far-sighted people 

are involved in Landcare. They are gaining intellectual stimulation, exciting new 

knowledge and the satisfaction of doing something constructive in their own district and 

of influencing othersò (Campbell, 1992). While made in the very early years of Landcare, 

the sentiments expressed in this statement have continued to hold true in the twenty 

years since it was made.  

Landcare is widely recognised as a movement that has fundamentally shifted the 

perceptions of la nd stewardship through increased awareness and knowledge of the 

landscape and the relationship of people to that landscape. Landcare has provided highly 

effective coordinated opportunities at a range of scales for experimentation, learning, 

increased aware ness, observation, and skill development (Curtis and Sample, 2010; 

Curtis et al., 2008, 2000). ABARE surveys show that as many as 50% of all farmers have 

utilised Landcare groups for information regarding farm management, demonstrating 
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that Landcare has be en a major catalyst for practice change and increased adaptive 

management (Department of Agriculture, 2003).  

Of key contemporary relevance is the role that Landcare has played in enhancing state 

and territory -based agricultural education and extension serv ices and at least in part 

filling the void left as a result of the decline in the funding of government extension, and 

the need for those services to seek alternative forms of funding and more efficient 

methods of technology transfer. The Landcare model ca n be an effective mechanism to 

facilitate the transfer of knowledge in partial response to declining extension funding 

(Cary and Webb, 2000; Vanclay and Lockie, 2000; Walker, 2000).  

The following sections provide a summary of how the literature supports th e learning, 

awareness and practice change benefits arising from Landcare and NRM.  

Awareness raising  

¶ Many reviews have found that Landcare funding has been effective in raising 

awareness and that Landcare has been a valuable way to deliver information (Cary  

and Webb, 2001; Curtis, 1999; Walker, 2000) and change behaviour (Curtis and De 

Lacy, 1996a; Curtis, 1995a; Walker, 2000).  

¶ There is very strong evidence that Landcare participation leads to significantly 

higher levels of awareness and concern about a rang e of land and water 

degradation issues. (Curtis and De Lacy, 1996a). Of note, non -Landcare 

participants acknowledge the wealth of knowledge about land and water 

degradation and sustainable farming practices that Landcare groups hold (Curtis et 

al., 2008).  

¶ Sobels and Curtis (2001) report that increased awareness of Landcare is evidenced 

by growth in the Landcare movement and the widespread involvement in 

community environmental monitoring.  

Practice change  

¶ Curtis (2003) reports that there is strong evidence t hat participation in NRM 

activities is a precursor to the accomplishment of program outcomes.  

¶ When compared to other farmers, those involved in Landcare groups attend more 

field days and demonstration sites and undertake significantly higher amounts of 

on -ground work related to tree planting, fencing to manage stock access to 

waterways, and pest animal and weed control (Curtis and De Lacy, 1996a; Curtis, 

1995b; Curtis et al, 2000; Curtis et al, 2008).  

¶ Mues et al. (1998) and Curtis (2003) report that Landcar e members were at least 

twice as likely as non -members to participate in Landcare group workshops and 

field days, industry grower groups and property management planning activities, 

establish annual priorities, develop catchment plans, implement best pract ice 

farming, interact with peers in innovative ways and they also accomplish 

significantly higher amounts of on -ground work.  

¶ Landcare has encouraged farmers to appraise problems more holistically, which 

often leads to new methods for tackling these issues (Lockie, 1998; Youl et al., 

2006).  
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Multigenerational reach  

¶ Love (2012) reports that Landcare has supported intergenerational learning 

through group corporate knowledge, family knowledge and school activities.  

¶ Evidence suggests that when the Landcare ethic and practices are embedded in 

school curricula, not only do children take these on board and run with them , but 

they also inþuence their parents, other family members, and other children. 

Important in this concept is the realisation that both the children and their families 

may belong to sectors of the community that Landcare has traditionally found hard 

to re ach (Landcare Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 

2008).  

¶ Landcare networks are increasingly taking a community leadership role and are well 

positioned to inþuence the community on a greater geographical scale as well as 

engage with t he private sector, industry, schools and local government (Landcare 

Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008).  

Improved knowledge  

¶ When compared to non -Landcare participants, Curtis (2003) reports that Landcare 

participants show signi ficantly higher levels of knowledge of land and water 

degradation processes and sustainable farming practices recommended mitigating 

or preventing the degradation of natural resources.  

¶ Community monitoring activities have resulted in the development of new  

technology and equipment, demonstrating that Landcare monitoring groups can be 

an important source for NRM innovation (Campbell, 1995).  

¶ The Decade of Landcare increased the level of information and understanding of 

landscape processes, resources assessmen ts, national scale data collections and 

standards, decision support programs and the interaction between agricultural 

systems, natural systems, land and water resources processes (Walker, 2000).  

¶ Landcare promotes learning between rural landholders by engag ing them in 

activities with each other, providing them with the opportunity to learn with their 

peers, to learn by doing, and to reflect on shared experiences (Curtis and Sample, 

2010).  

Scales of change  

¶ Landcare has helped natural resource managers recogni se the need for 

management at greater spatial scales, for integrated NRM and has supported the 

establishment of institutional arrangements to enable integration to occur (Walker, 

2000).  

¶ Landcare has an ability to self -organise and develop more sophisticat ed networks, 

enhancing the opportunities of individual groups and enabling participation in 

planning and management at larger scales. (Curtis and Cooke, 2006).  

¶ Many Landcare groups have progressed from focusing on single issues and on small 

area projects t o bigger picture NRM issues and recognise the need to involve the 
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urban community, local government, rural industry bodies and public land 

managers as significant stakeholders in NRM ( Department of Agriculture,2003).  

Continuous learning  

¶ The Landcare model  provides a sound basis for effective continuous learning. It 

builds knowledge and understanding that increase participant competency and 

strengthens capacity for adaptive management processes, as well as providing 

appropriate institutional structures for ongoing community representation (Curtis 

and Lockwood, 2000).  

¶ Landcare leaders encourage open -mindedness and an awareness of the diverse 

reactions to changes throughout the courses of actions when implementing new 

policies and practices (Catacutan et al., 2009).  

¶ Landcare stimulates continuous learning as a guiding principle and uses champion 

individuals to deliver capacity building and NRM change through modest resources 

(Catacutan et al., 2009).  

3.3 Social ï community health and wellbeing  

The literature in dicates three main pathways in which contact with the natural 

environment, as one would experience when involved with Landcare and NRM, can 

improve the health and wellbeing of individuals and communities. These are mapped in 

Figure 3.  

Figure 3: Logic demon strating links between Landcare activities and improved 

health and wellbeing  

 

Involvement with NRM or Landcare activities can have positive human health and 

wellbeing impacts through the improvement of environmental quality or the provision of 

ecosystem s ervices such as cleaner water, cleaner air quality, improved aesthetics of the 
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environment, better quality food production and enhancement of environmental services. 

It has also been argued that Landcare activities that reduce carbon outputs or increase 

carbon capture or sequestration such as vegetation enhancement activities have a 

potential global human health benefit.  

Other pathways in which improved human health and wellbeing benefits can be derived 

from Landcare and NRM include improved social network s and participation leading to 

increased connectedness and sense of belonging, and through increased time on 

country/land leading to a number of human physiological and mental health benefits. 

Within this pathway there are a range of specific benefits that  have been studied for 

Indigenous Australians.  

The remainder of this section provides an overview of some of the evidence for the 

existence of these cause -effect pathways (the benefits to Indigenous Australians appear 

in Section 3.6.  

Contact with a natural  environment  

¶ Developed in 1980ôs, the hypothesis of ñbiophilliaò describes the concept of values 

of nature whose expression is linked to aspects of physical, emotional, and 

intellectual growth and development. The hypothesis is based on the idea that 

people possess ñan inherent inclination to affiliate with natural process and 

diversity, and this affinity continues today to be instrumental in human physical and 

mental developmentò (Kellert and Derr, 1998).  

¶ There have been several seminal reviews of evidenc e relating to the human health 

benefits of contact with natural environments or green spaces undertaken in the 

last ten years (Maller et al., 2008, 2002; Townsend and Weerasuriya, 2010). A 

review was undertaken by Deakin University in 2002 (updated in 2008 ) which 

synthesised over 200 items of relevant evidence and concluded that human contact 

with green nature, such as parks, has a wide range of benefits including reducing 

crime, fostering psychological wellbeing, enhancing productivity, reducing stress, 

boosting immunity and promoting healing. The review concludes that the initial 

evidence for the positive effects of nature on blood pressure, cholesterol, outlook 

on life and stress reduction provides justification for its incorporation into strategies 

for t he Australian National Health Priority Areas of mental health and cardiovascular 

disease (Maller et al., 2008).  

¶ A 2003 review on the benefits of contact with nature for mental health and well -

being distinguishes health benefits being derived from three dif ferent levels of 

contact with nature: viewing nature, being in the presence of nearby nature and 

active participation in nature. The latter category includes farming and can be 

reasonably extended to Landcare and NRM, depending on the specific activity. Th e 

review found that physical activity in natural settings greatly improves self -esteem 

and positive emotions and behaviour and that natural settings promote social 

exchanges and interactions resulting in positive emotional states and behaviours 

(Townsend a nd Weerasuriya, 2010).  

Social networks  

¶ Landcare is based on the interaction of the social aspects of a community and the 

natural resources that are inherent in the local areas with the understanding that 

community action is required to meet the significant  environmental challenges. 
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Through this thinking, both the physical environment and the sense of community 

of participants are improved (Pretty et al., 2007).  

¶ Baum et al (1999) concluded that volunteers were more likely to have more 

informal social contact s, and to be involved in a range of social activities, than 

individuals who did not get involved in volunteering. They concluded that the social 

fabric of a place can be reinforced through the development of social ties created 

through voluntary work. This  is supported by Koss and Kingsley (2010) who state 

that the notion of volunteer connection to the natural environment and positive 

mental and emotional health are important for any citizen science monitoring 

program, such as those delivered by Landcare an d NRM.  

¶ The notion of sense of place is important in creating social cohesion in involvement 

with Landcare activities. Sense of place is not just experienced by people becoming 

attached to their biophysical surroundings, but can also be seen as extending to  

emotional attachments to social communities, built through familiarity and spending 

time in one place. It is believed that spending time in one place and maintaining 

social contacts can help to build social capital comprising trust, reciprocity, norms, 

va lues and networks (Putnam, 1993). It has been suggested that local health 

centres and general practitioners should encourage senior citizens to become 

involved in conservation groups in order to increase senior citizensô level of health 

and wellbeing and r educe social isolation (Koss and Kingsley, 2010).  

Physical and mental health benefits  

¶ Social epidemiologists have demonstrated how community connections, networks, 

belonging, social cohesion, and social capital (all central concepts in Landcare and 

NRM) pl ay a pivotal role in the health, well -being and mental health outcomes of 

populations (Pretty et al., 2007). Increased social interaction and participation by 

an individual within a community also enforces a sense of belonging and social 

connectedness and this has been well linked to positive physical and psychological 

wellbeing (Cannon, 2008).  

¶ A sense of community provides a buffer against physical and psychological 

symptoms of illness, and facilitates adjustment (Pretty et al., 2007) and Cattell 

(2001) st ates that individuals with many informal networks are less likely to suffer 

ill health, as these networks provide support, clarify personal identity, enhance self -

esteem and enable citizens to feel in control of their lives.  

¶ Social capital is characteristi c of ñhealthy, thriving communities and is strengthened 

through voluntary activities and organisationsò (Gooch, 2003). Koss and Kingsley 

(2010) studied volunteers in a marine NRM program and found that their 

involvement in the program made volunteers feel good emotionally and mentally, 

with active learning, such as remembering names of marine biota, stimulating brain 

activity and memory and that volunteer monitoring efforts generated personal 

satisfaction through their contributions, feelings of enjoyment, and socialising with 

others.  

¶ Burgess and Johnston (2007) report on the preliminary findings of a Healthy 

Country: Healthy People project where the health benefits of participants in Natural 

and Cultural Resource Management (NCRM) or Caring for Country vers us non -

participants was examined. The report found that Indigenous involvement in NCRM 

is seen as an important determinant of landscape and human health and that 
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higher levels of participation in Indigenous NCRM may be associated with 

significantly better health outcomes across a broad array of risk factors linked to 

diabetes and cardiovascular risk.  

¶ A significant association has been found between greater participation in Caring for 

Country activities and lower body mass index (Burgess et al., 2008). Simil ar results 

have been shown by Garnett and Sithole (2007) who report that participation in 

Indigenous NCRM was associated with a range of health benefits covering a range 

of risk factors and disease endpoints. The project findings concluded that the health 

outcomes associated with Indigenous NCRM can help prevent or delay significant 

causes of premature disease and death, delivering significant economic savings in 

health care expenditure (Garnett et al., 2009).  

3.4 Social ï political and social capital  

Soci al capital can be defined as the resources available within communities and networks 

of mutual support, reciprocity and trust. It refers to the social relationships, networks, 

norms, and trust within society that help individuals, groups and organisations cooperate 

for their mutual benefit. Social capital focuses on the capacities of groups of people and 

their interactions, and is thus distinguished from human capital, which focuses on the 

capacities of individuals. Social capital is attributable to individ uals, groups and 

communities and is a contributor to community strength (ABS 2004).  

Social capital has been an important element in the success of Landcare. The dynamic 

nature of Landcare has fostered social cohesion within communities, which has, in turn,  

further enhanced the benefits of Landcare and this social capital has in turn enhanced the 

Landcare Program (Curtis, 2003). Landcare groups help build social capital by acting 

through social networks to establish trust and social bonding, and to generate land 

management norms and standards as well as reciprocal relationships (Beilin and Reichelt, 

2010; Cary and Webb, 2000; Youl et al., 2006).  

Landcare has built or enhanced social capital that is drawn on in many ways in order to 

continually enhance the soc ial fabric of rural communities. Landcare contributes to a 

communityôs social capital through building relationships, providing new and stronger 

governance, building resilience, enhancing the benefits of localism, increasing the 

recognition of women in rur al communities and empowering individuals by building self -

identity and self - recognition (Webb and Cary, 2005).  

A defining feature of Landcare is that its members feel part of a community that provides 

mutual support, encouragement and reinforcement (Toyne  and Farley, 2000) in order to 

work towards a common goal (Catacutan et al., 2009). This fabric has been instrumental 

in changing norms about good farming practices, sustainability and land conservation in 

rural areas (Campbell, 2009; Cary and Webb, 2001; Toyne and Farley, 2000).  

A report by Deakin University, commissioned by Parks Victoria, assessed the relationship 

between humans and natural or green space environments and found that while the 

relationship between social capital and the biophysical envir onment is still being 

explored, it appears likely that human contact with nature through natural parks could 

have significant capacity for building social capital (Maller et al., 2008, 2002).  

The broad social benefits from Landcare are characterised succin ctly by Brown, 1997 who 

states ñThe results of landcare programs are demonstrable: farmers now walk over each 

otherôs farms, once socially unthinkable. City councils team with rural towns, and learn 
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from one another. Economists, bee -keepers and foresters e ach have a value for ghost 

gum ( Eucalyptus papuana ) flowers, a different value that each had not previously 

appreciated. Women farmers find that they have a voice in local agricultural meetings for 

the first timeò (Brown, 1997). 

The following Sections prov ide a synthesis of evidence of the social ï political and social 

capital benefits resulting from Landcare in the key areas defined by the literature.  

Partnerships and networks  

¶ Landcare has provided the impetus for groups to self -organise into higher level 

structures or networks. These networks more effectively deliver an extremely 

diverse range of outcomes, deal better with bureaucracy, have an increased ability 

to adapt to change, discuss more complex ideas, and are more professional and 

autonomous (Sobels  et al., 2001; Youl et al., 2006; Sobels and Curtis, 2001a).  

¶ Landcare groups and Indigenous communities have many common interests 

centred on their shared goals for conservation. The Landcare program has been 

able to provide opportunities for Indigenous an d non - Indigenous groups to engage 

with one another, build relationships, and contribute to improved knowledge, 

understanding and participation in NRM (Landcare Victoria and Department of 

Sustainability and Environment, 2008; McTernan and Scully, 2010). Thr ough 

participation in Landcare groups and these partnerships, Indigenous Australians are 

also able to learn new skills in environmental management, as well as make contact 

with decision -making NRM agencies (McTernan and Scully, 2010).  

¶ Landcare has develop ed new partnerships, strengthened existing friendships and 

partnerships, and has assisted in breaking down barriers within the community 

(Curtis, 2003; Curtis et al., 1999; Landcare Victoria and Department of 

Sustainability and Environment, 2008a; Lockie, 1998).  

¶ The emergence of Landcare networks, involving the organisation of groups, was a 

development that was largely unforseen but is one of the most substantial 

achievements of Landcare. Landcare networks have facilitated the emergence of 

more professional , strategic Landcare planning and action on NRM and other issues. 

The development of networks has provided new skills in governance, financial 

management, relationship building and negotiation. These skills have been carried 

into other areas outside of Lan dcare (Curtis, 2003, Lockie, 1998).  

Leadership and public participation  

¶ A positive but unexpected outcome from the formation of Landcare groups was the 

creation of new or expanded leadership and public participation roles in the bush. 

Many landholders have  been able to harness their new organisation to tackle many 

issues other than those related to NRM, such as declining services in regional 

Australia. Some Landcare groups have become powerful voices within a framework 

that sat quite outside the traditional  farm organisations and were capable of acting 

independently from them (Toyne and Farley, 2000).  

¶ These groups have the potential to play a critical role in changing the way that 

services and funding are delivered to the bush. Many Landcare groups are learn ing 

the political benefits of effective local and regional organisation, in pursuit of 

mutually beneficial goals (Toyne and Farley, 2000).  
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Governance and self - regulation  

¶ One of the recognised strengths of Landcare is its diversity, in its members, its 

geog raphy, its governance and issues. Diversity arises due to localised community -

driven voices and because of the inclusiveness of Landcare, which involves the 

whole community. Landcare has been shown to effectively engage with the young 

and old, farmers and urban dwellers, óbrownô and ógreenô. For these reasons, in 

addition to the wealth of knowledge and skills held by its volunteers, Landcare is 

seen as respectable and credible amongst the community and throughout 

government (Landcare Victoria and Department  of Sustainability and Environment, 

2008a).  

¶ Colliver (2011) reports that ñThe dynamic, on-going, self -organised process of 

learning -by -doing at work in community -based governance finds expression in 

governance practice that cultivate relationships of mutua l responsibility.ò Griffin 

NRM and URS Australia Pty Ltd (2001) state that ñThe outcomes from this large 

Australian Government supported experiment in community NRM development has 

created a much better and more sophisticated community - industry -government 

dynamic in rural Australia that is maturing to the point where it can address the 

major challenges in NRM.ò 

¶ Given the governance structures developed and the driving forces such as the 

motivation of social cohesion and peer support, it is believed that a L andcare 

movement of some type is likely to persist even without government support 

(Coree Consulting, 2003).  

Localism and empowerment  

¶ Many members are attracted to Landcare because it embraces local community -

based planning and action, because groups are q uite independent in determining 

their priorities and activities and because there has been strong support by 

government through funding of coordinators, cost -sharing for on -ground work and 

the development of regional catchment management processes (Curtis,  2003).  

¶ Landcare also creates networks for social support which helps to share the stress of 

land management issues and rural decline (Campbell, 1995a). Local level 

discussion and experimentation has been shown to be critical to the development 

and adoptio n of sustainable farming practices. Research in Victoria confirms the 

importance of local landholder confidence in recommended practices as a critical 

factor affecting adoption of sustainable farming practices (Curtis, 2003).  

¶ Community Landcare groups are also empowered to deýne their desired outcomes 

and are actively involved in generating actions for implementation. With this comes 

responsibility, accountability and the necessary budget that must be held 

accountable at the community level. It is reported that without ownership, the 

enthusiasm and commitment of local communities may quickly dissipate. Under a 

Landcare model, governments provide direct or indirect support without necessarily 

taking the lead. This trust in community ability at the government level brings out 

stronger community empowerment (Catacutan et al., 2009).  
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Increasing the recognition of women in rural communities  

¶ Landcare is far more inclusive of women than any other farm -based organisation 

(Lockie, 1998) and has assisted in raising the  profile of the role of women in 

agricultural family business (Hogan and Cumming, 1997).  

¶ Women comprise approximately 30 per cent of all Landcare participants and have 

taken on roles of leadership that has been a positive experience for most women 

(Curtis,  2003).  

Personal growth  

¶ Many people in Landcare have learnt a lot about their own properties, about NRM 

issues in their district and about issues they may have rarely considered in the past 

(Campbell, 1992). Campbell also states that group leaders in part icular have gained 

much from seeing other people get involved, from influencing others through their 

interaction in the group and from group projects (Campbell, 1992). Similarly 

Landcare volunteers acquire self - confidence over time through learning and 

net working, and the ability and willingness to remain active within the group 

(Gooch, 2004).  

¶ Landcare group members have remarked on Landcareôs ability to promote 

cooperative discussions and activities surrounding land management practices and 

problems within  the community, thus restoring the ñsense of communityò that 

seems to be getting lost in many rural communities (Lockie, 1998).  

¶ It has also been found that a sense of place was a strong motivator for many 

volunteers, reflecting the need for people to feel connected to their communities. 

Involvement in Landcare volunteering could provide a counter to contemporary 

society where many people are increasingly disconnected from places and from 

nature (Gooch, 2004).  

¶ Another important aspect of personal growth is t he concept of identity within 

volunteer groups. Identity helps to build social communities, ecological identity, 

and a sense of place, all of which are elements of resilient, sustainable 

communities.  

Filling the void  

¶ Landcare has also built social capital that has filled a void that has been left 

through the retraction of social networks due to rural decline and a decline in 

government services such as agricultural extension services (Webb and Cary, 

2005).  

¶ The social capital built by Landcare is a resource that will continue to be drawn on 

to contribute to achieving NRM outcomes but also other social objectives (Curtis, 

2003).  

Increasing awareness, skills and knowledge  

¶ Although this area has been discussed to some extent in Section 3.3, it is important 

to re cognise that these attributes also contribute to social capital. Numerous 

authors recognise that Landcare has contributed to social capital through increasing 
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awareness, developing and extending skills and knowledge and developing 

networks to promote the a cceptance of sustainable farming practices (Campbell, 

1995b; Cary and Webb, 2001; Curtis and Cooke, 2006; Curtis and De Lacy, 1996; 

Curtis, 1995; Curtis et al., 1993; Department of Agriculture, 2003; Edmonson, 

2010; Griffin NRM and URS Australia Pty Ltd, 2 001; Lockie, 1998; Quealy, 1998; 

Sobels et al., 2001; Toyne and Farley, 2000).  

¶ While Landcare helps to build social capital amongst communities, there is 

considerable value in the long term influence on behaviour that helps to reinforce 

more positive behav iour to improve the condition of natural resources (Cary and 

Webb, 2001, 2000).  

3.5 Economic  

Landcare and NRM have made a long - term, positive impact on the environmental 

condition, as well as the economic profitability of farming (Curtis, 2003; Sobels et a l., 

2001). While variations across programs and projects occur, Landcare Victoria and 

Department of Sustainability and Environment (2008a, 2008b, 2008c, 2008d) found that 

every dollar that is invested in Landcare leverages 2 -5 times that amount through 

con tributions towards labour, equipment, voluntary expertise, and often additional 

donations from landholders and businesses. The key economic benefits from Landcare 

and NRM, as identified in the literature are mostly through direct financial returns, 

increas ed access to financial resources, and training to improve farming and 

management techniques.  

Increased financial return  

¶ Cullen et al (2003) prepared a comprehensive review on the economic returns from 

a set of Landcare practices defined broadly as landcare  farming 4. They found that 

the effect of landcare farming activities on farm business profit varied widely 

between farms, meaning it was difficult to estimate the economic return generated 

by industry -wide adoption of landcare farming.  

¶ However, Cullen et al (2003) note some demonstrated economic returns, including 

a 3 per cent increase in return to capital and improved soil fertility by effectively 

integrating landcare farming into an already productive property. They also noted 

(with some important caveat s) significant economic returns including a 640 per 

cent increase in profit by running merino wethers in a rotational grazing system on 

native pasture compared with set stocking; a 360 per cent increase in profit by 

running crossbred sheep under a high - inp ut system compared with a low - input 

system, a 100 per cent increase in profit by running sheep on perennial pasture 

compared with annual pasture; and a 21 per cent increase in profit by running 

merino wethers on fertilised native pasture.  

¶ Cullen et al (200 3) also cited a number of anecdotal reports of significant economic 

returns for individual properties from various aspects of landcare farming. They 

                                           

4 Defined broadly to include adopting conservative stocking rates, main taining or establishing perennial 
pastures, subdividing land into land classes, practising minimum or reduced tillage, direct drilling, undertaking 
spring or bare fallow cultivation, tree and shrub planting, regular soil testing, water quality monitoring, pasture 
monitoring, excluding livestock from degraded areas, placing watering points to minimise degradation, rotating 
crops to minimise land degradation and retaining stubble to minimise degradation.  
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report that following significant private sector investment in landcare farming 

activities, the gross incom e of farmers in the Woady Yaloak sub -catchment was 

estimated to be almost 10% higher than farmers in a similar sub -catchment who 

had not had the same level of investment.  

¶ A case study conducted by Nicholson and Knight (2003) found an increase in gross 

inco me from $275/ha in 1990 to approximately $335/ha in 2001 attributed to an 

increase in commodity prices and property size, but also to improved productivity 

of the enterprise. The increase in productivity was accredited to a range of factors, 

including part icipation in Landcare.  

¶ More recently, Ecker (2011) reported on results of a national survey of Australian 

farmerôs motivations to undertake practice change related to cropping systems, 

grazing management, native vegetation and control of Weeds of National 

Significance and found that financial benefits and environmental factors rated 

highly in influencing land management practice decisions. Financial benefits 

included increased returns, reduced costs and increasing land value. Increased 

availability of grazi ng fodder was also an important financial benefit for both 

cropping and grazing management practices.  

¶ Overseas results report that economic returns from Landcare in developing counties 

can be difficult and slow to realise (Metcalfe, 2003), although more re cent research 

is clear about the positive returns to individual framers Newby and Cramb (2011).  

Access to resources  

¶ Landcare networks have become important local organisations through their ability 

to establish partnerships that help to reduce financial ri sk (Curtis and Lockwood, 

2000). The increased communication and partnerships that emerge from these 

networks, results in a greater awareness and appreciation for the different values 

placed on environmental assets by economists, the community and landholde rs 

(Brown, 1997). This mutual understanding helps to actively include private 

businesses in farming, creating more economically sustainable land management 

systems and improved market share, profits and economic resilience (Catacutan et 

al., 2009). Investi ng in Landcare groups is also economically beneficial to 

corporations through the subsequent association with conservation ethics, which 

often helps to improve relations with the community (Catacutan et al., 2009).  

¶ Landcare networks have enhanced the abili ty of community groups to access funds 

from Government and other organisations (Curtis et al., 1999; Sobels and Curtis, 

2001b; Compton et al., 2007). The Department of Agricultureôs, Review of the 

National Landcare Program (2003) discovered that Landcare g roups were able to 

draw down additional funding from non -government parties at a rate of at least 

$2.60 for every $1.00 spent by the Government on Landcare projects.  

¶ Landcare groups also help reconnect Indigenous Australianôs with country (Love, 

2012). Alt man and Whitehead (2003) and Garnett et al. (2009) found that when 

Indigenous Australians are connected with country, they are better able to 

participate in the market sector by utilising natural resources, and to generate 

income for themselves. Support ge nerated by the Landcare program is therefore 

able to facilitate sustainable economic development in Indigenous communities 

while improving disadvantages. This has inherent socio -cultural benefits for 
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Indigenous Australians and, in addition, promotes spirit ual well -being and physical 

health (Altman and Whitehead, 2003).  

Training and management techniques  

¶ Landcare groups make it possible for a farmer to take greater financial risks with 

how they manage their farms and this allows them to receive improved outc omes in 

the long run, financially and environmentally (Campbell, 1992). This is supported 

by Mues et al. (1998) who found that greater involvement in training associated 

with Landcare and NRM resulted in larger farm debts initially, but greater physical 

changes in farm characteristics and higher farm cash incomes over a longer period 

of time.  

¶ Without training and subsequent implementation of conservation activities and 

implementation of more up to date sustainable farming techniques, significant 

economic co sts can be associated with land degradation in future generations 

through the loss of production, reduced biodiversity and loss of environmental 

resilience (Hamilton, 1995; Mullen, 2001).  

3.6 Cultural  

Connection with country  

There is a strong belief in Ind igenous cultures that if an individual does not maintain 

spiritual, physical, social and mental health they cannot be truly connected with the 

natural world (Townsend and Weerasuriya, 2010). Further to this, many Aboriginal 

Australians derive their self - identity from the land (Burgess et al., 2005) and traditional 

lands offer an outlet to reduce stress from daily pressures, being described somewhat 

like a utopian sanctuary (Kingsley et al., 2009).  

There is also a growing recognition that Indigenous communit y-based involvement in 

NRM can bring significant economic and socio -cultural benefits (Altman and Whitehead, 

2003). The socio -cultural benefits for Indigenous Australians engagement in NRM 

activities on country include being remote from access to potential  negative influences 

and more positively living a lifestyle that promotes spiritual and physical well -being 

(Altman and Whitehead, 2003). Other evidence reviews, have concluded that 

engagement of Indigenous Australians with land management can enable peopl e to feel 

that their actions are consistent with their own sense of the right and proper way for 

them to behave towards land, family and community (Davies et al., 2011). Similarly 

Johnson (2007) remarks on Indigenous people who have described the relief an d 

rejuvenation of returning to country even if for brief visits, to burn country, to hunt and 

gather food, to educate young people and to maintain cultural and spiritual obligations 

(Johnston et al., 2007).  

For many Indigenous Australians, NRM is caring fo r country as it ñembodies deep spiritual 

obligations and patterns of behaviour proscribed by enduring metaphysical associations 

with geographyò (Burgess et al., 2005). This is defined as Indigenous participation in 

interrelated activities with the objectiv e of promoting ecological and human health 

(Burgess et al., 2008). Burgess et al (2009) also adds that caring for country is a 

ñcommunity driven movement towards long- term social, cultural, physical, and 

sustainable economic development in rural and remote  locations, simultaneously 

contributing to the conservation of globally valued environmental and cultural assets.ò 
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Ganesharajah (2009) extends these outcomes across into areas covering equity and 

empowerment noting that Indigenous Australians engaged in va lued services, such as 

Indigenous Natural and Cultural Resource Management, can use their service delivery as 

a type of bargaining tool or a form of leverage and that this can at least go some way 

towards reducing Indigenous peoplesô vulnerability to power inequalities and also to 

increasing autonomy which is an important determinant of health.  

3.7 Resilience  

As noted above, the multiple benefit categories from Landcare and NRM are linked and 

interdependent. This is evident across a number of categories and  sub -categories, but is 

particularly the case in relation to resilience principles and their inherent relationship (at 

least in an NRM context) to linked socio -ecological systems. In general terms, the 

literature review found that engaging with Landcare an d delivering NRM outcomes assists 

participating communities to build the resilience and adaptive capacity of their social -

ecological systems (Buikstra et al., 2010). The interdependence of Landcare, NRM and 

socio -ecological systems is evident in much of th e literature, as summarised below.  

Landcare promotes the formation of networks that allow communities to support each 

other, thereby increasing social cohesion through incorporating social, economic, 

environmental and cultural considerations into Landcare activities (Colliver, 2011; 

Landcare Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008a; Love, 

2012). This has been accomplished through the ability of a Landcare group to involve a 

range of landholders and community members in order to deliv er project outcomes, 

market -based instruments, integrate actions with NRM priorities, and engage with 

corporate companies in to address system -wide issues that contribute to resilience such 

as ñclimate change, sustainable farming, biodiversity loss and urban growthò and this will 

ultimately create stronger, healthier communities that are better prepared to cope with 

change (Landcare Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008).  

A participatory study found that environmental factors such as connection to the land, 

and a strong sense of community, influence the overall resilience of the individual, which 

subsequently contributes to the resilience of the community and the entire socio -

ecological system (Hegney et al., 2008). The eleven major  concepts that (Hegney et al., 

2008) considered necessary to enhance resilience were: social networks and support; 

positive outlook; learning; early experience; environment and lifestyle; infrastructure 

and support services; sense of purpose; diverse and i nnovative economy; embracing 

differences and beliefs; and leadership.  

In another study, 72 participants from six different sectors were interviewed to identify 

and explore what makes up community and individual resilience. All sectors identified the 

presen ce of social networks and support (such as that provided by Landcare) as a critical 

resilience factor and a key element of community resilience and an ideal resilient 

community (Buikstra et al., 2010).  

The 2008 Victorian Landcare Forum reported that partic ipation in and the philosophy of 

Landcare can lead to innovation and the adoption of new technologies in order to 

increase production and enhance the sustainability of our actions (Landcare Victoria and 

Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008). Therefore, increasing the skills 

base of Landcare farmers assists with adaptability and resilience of the socio -ecological 

system.  
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Community based Landcare is a very successful NRM platform through its ability to help 

rural communities engage with their so cio -ecological system and enhance community -

wide learning, and resilience (Beilin and Reichelt, 2010). By enhancing socio -ecological 

resilience, Landcare has also been able to support adaptive management when 

stakeholder engagement is not sufficient (Curti s et al., 2000).  
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4. Multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM: The 

practice  

A key component of the project was an assessment of the practice of Landcare and NRM 

in delivering multiple benefits. As outlined in Section 1.3.2, this was achieved through a 

series o f interviews and case studies.  

The results of the interviews and case studies are presented below in a manner similar to 

the findings of the literature review. (In keeping with the approach of the interviews and 

case studies, the results are presented a li ttle less formally). This section also follows the 

approach of the literature review in that it is focussed on reporting results with discussion 

deferred to the synthesis component of the report (Section 5).  

4.1 Summary of interviews  

Learning, awareness an d practice change: Landcare and NRM 
deliver a range of outcomes that are built into formal or informal 

continual improvement processes  

Interviewees tended to focus on broad community benefits which encompassed the 

interdependence of shared ideas, attitudes , ongoing beliefs and capacity building in what 

can be seen as an informal continual improvement process. A range of ongoing benefits 

and flow on effects were reported from initial Landcare activities, some of which linked 

closely to increasing social capi tal and community leadership and others were more 

clearly focussed on training, skills and capacity building (e.g. ongoing use of 

demonstration sites).  

There were also a range of comments relating to the involvement of schools which were 

represented as imp roved attitudes and linkages to further NRM -based education. Getting 

the Landcare and NRM message into primary schools through Junior Landcare was seen 

as an important starting point in building environmental and social capital within 

communities.  

Social ï community health and wellbeing: An under recognised 
part of the big picture of Landcare and NRM  

Interviewees strongly highlighted the important role that Landcare has played in 

establishing and activating social networks and in some cases replacing networ ks that 

were poorly supported or no longer relevant. People come together for a common 

purpose which in turn delivers outcomes that exceed the original purpose. This includes 

meeting for various topics, such as mental health, drought management, Indigenous  

heritage and local community events.  

Increasing contact with the natural environment was also mentioned, and this was also 

placed within the context of social integration locally and between the city and the 

country. This does not need to be a formal appr oach with one example cited where city 

people become connected with coastal communities when visiting holiday homes 

(through activities such as "Summer by the Sea", an educational program which runs 

during the summer holidays).  



 

30  | Report for the Australian Landcare Council -  Multiple Benefits of Landcare, 21/21673  

Social ï political and soci al capital: Shared ideas, attitudes and 
capacity building deliver a range of flow on effects  

Participation in networks was seen as important, as was the interlocking network of 

relationships between groups and individuals. The Landcare Facilitator was seen  as 

providing an important linkage to big picture policy level issues, being able to apply these 

to a local level and feeding issues back to government. Some interviewees noted this was 

very important for community engagement on difficult issues such as cl imate change.  

A cohesive voice on behalf of the community Landcare movement was also seen as 

important as this increases the community involvement in government decision -making 

at a range of levels, from regional NRM groups (CMAs and their equivalent) to l ocal, state 

and Australian Government and elected representatives.  

The recent Health of the Landcare Movement survey by the National Landcare Facilitator 

was cited as measuring the attitudes of farmers and groups. The survey indicated that 

over 60% of resp ondents believe Landcare plays a role in increasing social capital.  

Landcare and NRM co -ordinators as individuals contribute to social capital by bringing 

professional skills to a local community (such as the ability to obtain funding, knowledge 

of govern ment structures, facilitation skills) and deliver upstream outcomes to their 

organisations (NRM groups and Landcare Networks).  

Economic: There is a multiplier effect of every dollar invested in 

Landcare and NRM through volunteering, land management 
practic es and investment in natural and human capital  

Interview respondents highlighted that in -kind contributions substantially enhanced the 

value of program outcomes. In general terms interviewees were supportive of the notion 

that investing in Landcare and NRM  provided value for public money invested (e.g. 

multiplier effects of enhanced aesthetics providing flow on effects such as tourism).  

It was also noted that broader economic benefits accrued from investment in Landcare 

and NRM. These extended beyond just p hysical infrastructure (such as fencing off creeks) 

to wide ranging economic outcomes benefitting the wider community such as enhanced 

natural capital, human capital and local identity. Benefits from land and water 

improvement activities can include quanti fiable economic benefits. Similarly, the adoption 

of minimum - tillage and other practices to increase soil carbon were reported to have 

benefits to landholdersô bottom line and the wider community (e.g. erosion mitigation 

and food security).  

Cultural: Landc are and NRM deliver engagement and integration of 

individuals into the community through connection to country  

A wide range of cultural multiple benefits were reported through interviews. Aboriginal 

Australians were seen as a key focus in terms of preservi ng and accessing traditional 

customs, knowledge, language and medicines. Connection to country using language as 

an indicator was also mentioned with one interviewee noting this can be measured by the 

use of language, number of speakers, signs and document ation, names of children and 

places and providing a reference to Cullen -Unsworth (2011).  
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Using landcare to engage migrants into a new community was also mentioned as 

providing an immediate connection into the local landscape.  

Resilience: Landcare and NRM b uild the capacity of a community to 

respond to environmental and other disasters  

Interviewees were clear about Landcare and NRM building community resilience, but less 

so on ecological resilience. Some literature was mentioned, for example attributes of 

social resilience encompassing knowledge, capacity and aspirations, governance, 

economic viability and community (Dale et al, 2011).  

Others mentioned research (Ross et al, 2010) on the general conditions that 

communities require to be resilient, which includ e:  

¶ people -place connections  

¶ knowledge, skills and learning  

¶ community networks  

¶ engaged governance  

¶ a diverse and innovative economy  

¶ community infrastructure  

In times of drought and other hardships, it was reported that Landcare groups often 

switch their focu s to more social/health related topics and serve as a vehicle to meet 

these needs, often because no other providers exist.  

4.1.1 Measuring Multiple Benefits ï ideas from interviewees  

Interviewees offered a range of perspectives about measuring multiple ben efits, as well 

as sample indicators and methods. These are summarised at a high level and, consistent 

with the overall approach to this Section; appear more or less as they were suggested to 

GHD.  
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Table 3: Summary of ideas to measure multiple benefits from interview process  

Suggested approaches  Suggested indicators  

Most significant change model.  

The three Pôs of climate change and 

agriculture ï the physical, the peripheral 

and the policy.  

A think tank/discussion group asking 

heads of communities "what was 

lackingò (e.g. social capital, 

infrastructure).  

Change in Knowledge, Attitude, Skills, 

Aspiration and Practice (KASAP).  

Monitor the growth of Landcare groups 

and group activities.  

Benchmarking (e.g. profitability)  

Progressive farmer model.  

Human development  model.  

Social research tools for measuring the 

level of social capital.  

Resilience model (social capital at core ï 

can be measured qualitatively or 

quantitatively).  

How many people are engaged in Landcare 

and NRM?  

How long Landcare groups exist (tests 

re silience and social capital).  

Increase in the number of Landcare groups.  

Increase in number of Landcare group 

members.  

Degree of self -governance.  

Schools involved in Landcare.  

Survey individuals (e.g. "in the last 10 years, 

what has changed?") to gauge suc cess.  

Ascertain the extent to which groups share 

resources.  

Assess if learning (co - learning or field work) is 

implemented.  

Assess the quality of participation in Landcare 

and NRM.  

4.2 Case studies  

Information on the process for selecting case studies and  the case study approach is 

detailed in Section 1.3.2. The template used for case study investigation is included at 

Appendix E along with additional findings from each case study (case study photographs, 

background material etc).  

4.2.1 Summary of case stu dy findings  

Learning, awareness and practice change: Landcare and NRM are filling part of 

the gap from the drop in formal extension services and are highly responsive  

The case studies reported strong and consistent themes covering the learning, awareness 

and practice change benefits of Landcare and NRM for group members and the ability for 

these benefits to operate at a range of scales. Some evidence was also provided covering 

the reach of Landcare and NRM into areas beyond the membership of the typical 

Landcare group or network. There were frequent comments made in case study 

interviews that Landcare and NRM had picked up the extension effort that was no longer 

being delivered by state and territory departments and/or that the extension delivered by 

Landcar e was more responsive and relevant.  

Continuous learning cycles were frequently reported and these were seen to be 

responsive and readily adapted to fit the needs of each Landcare Group. Training courses 

were changed as groups moved into new and emerging NR M areas such as the Carbon 
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Farming Initiative/carbon farming and in response to shocks (e.g. customised courses 

dealing with various issues relating to bushfire recovery).  

Outside of Landcare groups, the most frequently reported learning and practice chang e 

benefit was in community awareness of key NRM issues, multi -generational reach and 

practical ways in which the broader community are able to deliver NRM improvement.  

Social ï community health and wellbeing: Significant contact with the natural 

environmen t is present, but benefits are not well recognised  

Few of the case study participants explicitly commented on multiple benefits relating to 

social ï community health and wellbeing. However, multiple benefits in these areas do 

occur and data relating some o f the sub -categories of multiple benefits is easily obtained. 

For example, all of the case studies reported some amount of increased contact with the 

natural environment, the most prominent example being the Fire Recovery Project which 

reported 6,267 commu nity volunteer days contributed to a large integrated project. A 

large number of these volunteer days were for community members not previously 

involved in Landcare and involved those who had little contact with the natural 

environment (e.g. volunteers fro m urban areas).  

Many of the case studies reported that their projects/groups developed significant social 

networks as a result of Landcare and NRM, but again those involved in the case studies 

did not tend to see a strong link with these networks contribu ting to broader community 

health and wellbeing.  

Social ï political and social capital: Significant and well recognised multiple 

benefits exist  

All of the case studies demonstrated significant outcomes in relation to the social ï 

political and social capit al multiple benefits. Partnerships and networks were a common 

theme and these extended across a diverse range of areas including schools, religious 

organisations, other Landcare groups, regional NRM groups, local, state and Australian 

Government, industry groups, community -based clubs and societies, Indigenous groups 

and conservation organisations. These networks provided significant social capital and 

linkage across and between scales which would otherwise not have existed.  

The leadership and public voice of Landcare and NRM was a common feature of the case 

studies. This functioned at two main levels: firstly where Landcare and NRM groups had 

advocated on a broad range of issues of concern and secondly where Landcare group 

members had progressed from member ship of a local Landcare group to other local, 

state and national level roles including local councils, boards, community organisations 

and other Landcare and NRM organisations.  

Some of the case studies had increased the recognition of women in rural comm unities. 

This was a significant component of the Naturally Resourceful program where 

participants reported a profound change in the way women were able to successfully 

operate in their local communities. The Roper River Mangarrayi Rangers Project case 

stud y was also working to increase the role of Indigenous women by expanding the 

program to include women Rangers who would include womenôs cultural sites, womenôs 

ceremonies and broader capacity building elements into the Project.  

The case studies also report ed strong outcomes in the other sub -categories of this 

multiple benefit. As examples:  
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¶ Landcare and NRM groups were filling the void by providing services in areas 

formerly provided by government. This includes in recreation, learning and practice 

change an d extension and disaster recovery. The latter was seen as especially 

important in the Fire Recovery Project with the model subsequently adapted to 

function in other areas, including after the 2010/11 Queensland floods.  

¶ Related to the sub -category of leader ship and public participation, localism and 

empowerment was also important in some case studies where Landcare groups in 

particular had lobbied on issues of concern that would otherwise have had little 

traction.  

¶ A number of case studies commented that the structure, funding and project 

delivery provided by Landcare and NRM had built capacity and delivery in a range 

of areas covering governance and self - regulation.  

Economic: Landcare and NRM generate significant economic returns, but it is 

seldom a motivatin g factor at group or organisational level  

While the literature reports some significant economic returns from Landcare and NRM at 

individual property level and some amount of regional aggregation, the case studies are 

not especially strong in this area. Th is seems to be mostly because the case study 

projects that were investigated have been created to generate an environmental rather 

than an economic return, or that they have been conceived to deliberately deliver triple 

bottom line outcomes.  

Direct economi c returns are present in all of the case studies, but seem to be more 

important to groups and communities that are struggling socially or that have suffered a 

significant shock:  

¶ The Roper River Mangarrayi Rangers Project has provided jobs and attracted 

sig nificant funding delivering economic activity in an area of high unemployment  

¶ The fire recovery project generated considerable sums for investment in 

communities that were devastated by the Victorian bushfires, at a time when other 

community and governmen t investment was limited  

All of the case studies had accessed government or corporate support for their region 

and/or Landcare group, which they believe would otherwise not have been invested. This 

sometimes amounted to millions of dollars, but there is no  information available as to the 

ultimate regional impact of this investment.  

Cultural: Landcare and NRM deliver genuine connection to country  

The main cultural benefits reported in the case studies related to improved connection to 

Country for Indigenous communities. This was demonstrated across urban (Narrabeen 

Lagoon in Sydney) and remote areas (Roper River in the Northern Territory) and 

contributed towards European understanding of traditional Landcare and NRM activity 

and to the preservation of and acc ess to traditional knowledge.  

Resilience: Landcare and NRM make many small interventions that collectively 

build resilience  

The case studies demonstrated a series of areas where Landcare and NRM had built 

resilience. While it came after a significant shock , the fire recovery project was viewed as 
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a major morale boosting exercise when little was available and it contributed to the 

ability of the local community to bounce back from a major bushfire. The ability of the 

community to apply the same approach in f uture and apply it to other situations such as 

a flood will also improve resilience. The Roper River Mangarrayi Rangers Project has also 

improved community resilience through its contribution to individual and community 

pride, caring for country, an improv ed sense of connection to place and less social issues.  

4.2.2 Case Study 1: Upper Goulburn Landcare Network and 
Goulburn Broken CMA ï Fire Recovery Project  

Upper Goulburn Landcare Network  

The Upper Goulburn Landcare Network (UGLN) is a collective of 14 Lan dcare and land 

management groups in the Murrindindi Shire, North -East Victoria. The UGLN has been 

operating for over 10 years and has a strong and positive relationship with landholders, 

community organisations and government and agency stakeholders.  

The UGLNôs role is broad, including: 

¶ Landcare group support  

¶ communication of Landcare and land management information  

¶ community capacity building  

¶ sustainable, community -driven land management  

¶ community education and project management  

¶ liaison with government a nd agency stakeholders  

¶ contribution to catchment NRM targets.  

Background  

Since the Victorian bushfires of 2009, which resulted in 173 deaths (mainly around the 

Kinglake and Marysville regions), the UGLN has been working with landholders and local 

communiti es in the Murrindindi and Mitchell Shires to rebuild and rehabilitate the natural 

environment and assist the local community recover from the tragedy through a series of 

programs.  

Landcare responded in the aftermath of the bushfires by establishing an eme rgency relief 

fund. Raising over $1m in contributions from corporate Australia, Landcare and the 

Department of Sustainability and Environment in Victoria worked together to deliver 

funding to fire affected regions to achieve community and environmental rec overy from 

bushfire (Landcare Online, 2012). Additionally, the Australian Governmentôs Caring for 

our Country program funded fire recovery work in the Goulburn Broken Catchment.  

The Fire Recovery Project was delivered through the Goulburn Broken Catchment  

Management Authority (GBCMA) and UGLN. The project encompassed the following 

programs:  

¶ Fencers Without Boundaries  
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¶ Operation Coughing Parrot  

¶ The Lorax Project  

¶ Fauna Surveys in Remnant Vegetation  

¶ Weed ID and ACUP Training.  

The key aims of the project were e rosion control, weed control, remnant vegetation 

protection, installing wildlife nest boxes and volunteer assistance coordination.  

Table 4: Multiple benefits of the Fire Recovery Project  

Multiple benefit  Description  

Learning, 

awareness and 

practice change  

Multigenerational reach ï The network engaged youth (such as 

colleges at Benalla and Ballarat and Rotary South Australia) in the 

process for various tasks (such as construction of the nest boxes) 

which created a knowledge transfer, increased awareness and  the 

knowledge of bushfires.  

Scale of change ï Outcomes included a progression of programs, 

the reinstatement of assets of environmental value, fencing (the 

opportunity for fencing to be undertaken by land class to improve 

productivity) and an opportunity  for improved run off (erosion) 

control.  

Scale of change ï The creation of new groups has occurred as a 

result of the fires.  

Continuous learning ï Improved knowledge of landscape 

rehabilitation through the Focus on Fauna Program, a program 

focussing on h ow wildlife fits into the environment. The program 

engaged members and non -members with over 70 participants 

involved.  

Awareness raising ï Landcare was on the ground, had the ability to 

react using its own resources. This included a Help is at Hand form; 

people were able to nominate problems (such as environmental 

issues).  

Continuous learning ï Training courses such as a weed control 

workshop, farm chemicals usersô course, 1080 baiting course and 

habitat management course had high participation levels, wh ich 

were critical for the recovery process but also provide ongoing 

production benefits. As of September 2012, attendance across 19 

training courses totalled 327.  
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Multiple benefit  Description  

Social ï 

community health 

and wellbeing  

Contact with natural environment ï The network enga ged youth 

(such as colleges at Benalla and Ballarat and Rotary South 

Australia) in various tasks and delivered a total of 6,267 volunteer 

days many of which included contact with the natural environment.  

Social networks ï Occurred both within the community  and from 

outside the community, such as from the Toyota 4WD Club, a self -

sufficient group who provided labour in the recovery process.  

Social networks ï Reciprocal visits occur between Landcare groups 

to view each otherôs projects and take away learningôs from each 

other.  

Social ï political 

and social capital  

Partnerships and networks ï Occurred with school groups, 

corporate volunteers (e.g. NAB, Ford, and accounting firms), church 

volunteer units (e.g. Uniting), Rotary, individuals and other 

Landcare gro ups.  

Partnerships and networks ï Engaged different groups, including 

activities such as New Tree Days where people from all ends of the 

network come together (from the 11 groups in the network) and 

cricket matches (such as Yellow Creek/Dairy Creek vs. Str ath 

Creek).  

Leadership and public participation ï There has been a progression 

of an individual from the Chair of Landcare, to Chair of the 

Network, to Chair of Victoria Landcare Council to the Australian 

Landcare Network.  

Leadership and public participat ion ï The delegate on the Victoria 

Landcare Council lobbied for the reintroduction of coordinators 

because of the changes which occurred with the establishment of 

Caring for our Country.  

Government and self - regulation ï The network is incorporated so it 

is able to receive government funding and holds its own AGM. The 

network is accountable, with a voluntary executive group that is 

governed and self - regulated to a high standard.  

Localism and empowerment ï There is the opportunity for people to 

join the gro up and move up the ladder through the organisation 

and on to greater heights. It has given the community confidence 

and other networks have been established.  

Personal growth ï There has been a community recovery 

committee in place which has provided an av enue for personal 

growth following a traumatic event.  

Increasing the recognition of women in rural communities ï The 

group is split evenly between males and females, with females well 

represented in the executive.  

Filling the void ï The network provided a model from which 

Queensland flood recovery organisers sought advice. The CMA 

enshrined a strategic model for rolling out future environmental 

recoveries.  
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Multiple benefit  Description  

Economic  The fire recovery fencing program Fencers Without Boundaries 

contributed tens of thousands o f dollars to the local community and 

small businesses by sourcing local accommodation, catering and 

meals, transport, machinery, safety wear suppliers, timber and 

hardware.  

The steel recycling program, Recycling for Recovery, raised a 

significant sum of mo ney through a Victorian and Federal 

Government - funded clean -up of properties destroyed in the 2009 

bushfires, carried out by Grocon on behalf of the Government.  

ñWithout the UGLN and GBCMA facilitators the project wouldnôt 

have started. They were critical in initiating and driving the 

programò (UGLN President).  

A total of 6,267 volunteer days were contributed to the fire 

recovery project, contributing a significant human capital resource. 

Investment from corporate partners was invaluable, with many, 

such a s banks, contributing entire teams for days at a time to 

undertake well managed tasks. Examples include the access to 

equipment, machinery and personal, fire fighting vehicles and 

volunteers.  

Full time employment also emerged from the volunteer sector. Fo r 

example, a farmer who now suffers from ill health due to smoke 

inhalation following the bushfires now employs someone who was 

originally a volunteer ï an opportunity that would not have arisen 

had the volunteer network not been in place.  

Seed orchards an d farm forestry plantings were encouraged as part 

of the revegetation process which has the potential to deliver future 

economic benefits. Emphasis was also placed on the aesthetic value 

of plantings.  

Resilience and 

health  

The program was viewed as a mor ale boosting exercise ï ñThe 

program and its results impacted on peoples morale, sometimes 

simply by having other people turn up at their place to helpò (UGLN 

President). Labour was available that would not otherwise have 

been if not for the volunteer pres ence.  

Partners  

UGLN engage with the following partners during the Fire Recovery Project:  

¶ Department of Primary Industries, Victoria  

¶ Department Sustainability and Environment, Victoria  

¶ Local Government (Murrindindi Shire Council)  

¶ Goulburn Broken CMA  

¶ Feder al Government -  Caring For Our Country  

¶ Charted Practicing Accountants  
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¶ Uniting Church  

¶ United Care  

¶ Greening Australia  

¶ Menôs Shed (Shepparton) 

¶ Rotary  

¶ Scouts  

¶ Kevin Hienze School of Horticulture, Euroa Native Plants Arboretum  

¶ Numerous corporate organisations (e .g. Grocon, NAB, ANZ, JBWere, Ernst and 

Young).  

Further information  

For additional information see http://landcarefirerecovery.blogspot.com.au/  or 

http://goulburnbroken.landcarevic.net.au/ugln  

4.2.3 Case Study 2: Otway Agroforestry Network ï A Web of Trees: 

Yan Yan Gurt Catchment  

Otway Agroforestry Network (part of the Upper Barwon Landcare Network)  

The Otway Agroforestry Network (OAN)  began in 1993 as a federally supported farm 

forestry project managed by a group of landholders from two large Landcare groups. 

OAN has become a leader in assisting farmers integrate trees into their farming 

landscapes for both conservation and profit. The  groupôs approach encourages 

landholders to identify opportunities and design forests that slot neatly into their faming, 

family and community environment. The diversity of activities that are now being 

undertaken across the landscape reflects the physical , social and economic diversity 

inherent within the community (source: OAN).  

Background  

Between 1990 and 2002 forest cover in the Yan Yan Gurt Catchment increased from 6% 

to 21% in total area. More than 20 families have planted trees on cleared farmland wi th 

at least 10 managing their trees for sawlog production. Tree plantings are owned by 

farmers and dispersed through the farming landscape in a manner acceptable to the rural 

landscape and the community.  

In addition to the scale of revegetation that has t aken place, a key feature of the 

catchment is the diversity of aspirations and interests amongst the landholders, industry 

stakeholders and their supporters.  

Family and farm forestry makes a significant contribution to sustainable wood supply and 

also ens ures that commercial tree growing has local community support, underpins 

sustainable agricultural production and delivers real environmental benefits.  

http://landcarefirerecovery.blogspot.com.au/
http://goulburnbroken.landcarevic.net.au/ugln
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The project aims to achieve environmental outcomes (protection from wind erosion, 

habitat corridors, soil , water and air quality improvements, animal corridors and 

assistance with selenium deficiencies by bringing nutrients up from low depths) and 

economic outcomes (wood production, increased land values).  

Table 5: Multiple benefits of a Web of Trees  

Multiple  benefit  Description  

Learning, 

awareness and 

practice change  

Continuous learning (training and management techniques) ï 

Multiple training activities have been undertaken to demonstrate the 

benefits of tree rows and agroforestry to other Landcare groups 

including foreign delegations.  

Continuous learning (research and demonstration) ï The project has 

been used in various studies to demonstrate new techniques such a 

presentation at the Australian National Vegetation Conference 

(VegFutures, 2008).  

Practice cha nge ï Changed approach by landowners to land 

management, not just though tree row planting but the benefits of 

changing other aspects to reap productivity gains.  

Multigenerational reach ï The OAN has a peer group mentoring 

program which facilitates generat ional learning to assist other 

farmers identify, design and implement a multipurpose tree growing 

project on their farms.  

Continuous learning (risk management) ï The group gained an 

understanding of the biological benefits and integrated pest 

management be nefits. Additionally, the risk of fire caused by wind 

(which occurred in the Ash Wednesday fires of 1983) enhanced risk 

management techniques.  

Social capital  Partnerships and networks (guest speakers) ï The profile of OAN 

has allowed the Network to attra ct guest speakers from across 

Australia and the world. This allows a sharing of ideas and the 

building of social capital.  

Economic  Access to resources (funding) ï The group has been able to obtain 

funding through various programs linked to NRM.  

Access t o resources (amenities) ï The Web of Trees project provided 

increased aesthetics and improved the natural resource and 

productive capacity (i.e. agroforestry) of the land, increasing the 

land value of the properties which were involved in the project.  

Inv estment multipliers (agriculture and timber production) ï 

Improvements in agricultural productivity were achieved on the 

understanding that increased that tree cover enhances animal and 

pasture productivity. Timber production is through pulpwood 

plantation s owned by private landholders.  

Access to resources ï Trial sites and field days demonstrate a 

commercially viable practice.  
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Partners  

¶ Master Tree Growers Australia  

¶ Central Victorian Farm Plantations Inc.  

¶ Corangamite CMA  

4.2.4 Case Study 3: Queensland Murr ay Darling Committee and 
Mitchell Landcare ï Naturally Resourceful program  

Queensland Murray Darling Committee and Mitchell and District Landcare  

Queensland Murray Darling Committee (QMDC) offers training programs to communities 

interested in NRM. Topics r ange from the technical aspects of NRM such as weed, water, 

salinity, vegetation and pasture management, to leadership and business skills. The 

QMDC flagship programs are the Naturally Resourceful and NRM Champions courses.  

Mitchell and District Landcare has been operating since 1990 and is a network of six sub -

catchment groups located across the Mitchell and District area. These groups effectively 

link the whole catchment directly adjacent to the Maranoa River. The Landcare group is 

well recognised and su pported by the local community for maintaining a balance between 

better NRM practices and the financial and production needs of the mainly grazing 

businesses of the region. The group has been successful in managing a wide range of 

projects, bringing signif icant financial activity to a small rural town and supporting critical 

non NRM needs of the community.  

In November 2012 the Natural Resourceful Summit was hosted by Mitchell and District 

Landcare, which contributed to providing a much needed economic injec tion into a 

community which suffered setbacks from the severe effects of flooding in 2012.  

Background  

The Naturally Resourceful program is a short NRM leadership course specifically designed 

for women, developed by QMDC in 2006. The program originated in t he QMDC region 

and attendance has since expanded to over 340 rural women at various locations across 

Queensland (see Figure 4).  
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Figure 4: Naturally Resourceful Workshop locations  

 

The program was developed in response to a desire by women in Landcare grou ps in 

southern Queensland to be more involved in decision making. The workshops recognise 

that rural and regional women are playing an increasing role in driving the future of their 

local communities, industries and natural resources ï through volunteering , leadership 

and mentoring. Naturally Resourceful promotes long - term attitudinal change and 

increased involvement in the family business and the broader community.  

The Naturally Resourceful workshops build on the resourceful nature of rural and regional 

wo men. The program:  

¶ enhances the involvement of rural and regional women in natural resource and 

agricultural management  

¶ helps women to build the skills, knowledge and understanding of natural resource 

management and property planning to give them confidence  to fully participate in 

both business and community activities  

¶ builds the capacity of rural communities and enterprises to respond to an 

increasingly variable climate and changing consumer demands while delivering 

sustainability for both the environment a nd business  
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¶ provides the opportunity to reach an ever -wider audience to encourage the 

consideration of the triple bottom line (people, planet and profit) in all aspects of 

business and community planning.  

Table 6: Multiple Benefits of the Naturally Resourc eful program  

Multiple benefit  Description  

Learning, 

awareness and 

practice change  

Multigenerational reach ï The program allows for the sharing of ideas 

and knowledge across ages and demographics.  

Scales of change ï The program was originally developed for  the 

southern Queensland region, but has since expanded to cover many 

areas of the state, extending as far north as Weipa.  

Improved knowledge, continuous learning and practice change ï 

Participation in the program allows for the development of 

techniques, ideas and learningôs by participants and exposure to 

expertise in areas such as leadership, the Carbon Farming Initiative 

and the arts.  

Social ï political 

and social capital  

Increasing the recognition of women in rural communities ï The 

Naturally Resourc eful workshops have often had a profound impact 

on the way that women operate in their local communities.  

Leadership and public participation ï The workshops have been 

catalysts to representational opportunities for graduates on local 

boards, councils and a range of community organisations. Groups 

such as the Injune group have been operating as an extended 

network for social, business and community activities since their 

workshops in 2007, while the Moonie group has maintained social 

involvement such as reg ular yoga classes since their workshops in 

2008.  

Economic  Access to resources (peer support) ï Women from isolated 

communities, such as Eromanga, have been supported after 

recognition of stress related issues following Naturally Resourceful 

workshop atten dance.  

Access to resources (community benefits from workshops and 

forums) ï Holding events such as the Natural Resourceful Summit in 

Mitchell after a significant disaster provided an economic boost for 

the local community through accommodation and localise d spending.  

Improved financial management ï The program has components 

which focus on topical financial issues within rural communities, such 

as the Proactive succession planning and financing options session at 

the Natural Resourceful Summit.  

Partners  

QMDC have worked with local Landcare groups to develop and organised the workshop 

program. Key groups have been the Waggamba, Condamine Headwaters, Murilla, 

Mitchell, Millmerran, Maranoa Regional, Tara, Warroo/Balonne, Inglewood and 

Brigalow/Jimbour Floodpla in Landcare groups. Desert Channels Queensland and Northern 

Gulf NRM groups have sponsored Naturally Resourceful workshops in their regions, while 
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the Border Rivers and Maranoa/Balonne Catchment Management Associations, Powerlink 

and a range of commercial sponsors have supported workshops in southern Queensland.  

Further information:  

For additional information, see http://www.qmdc.org.au/  

4.2.5 Case Study 4: Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon ï Creating a 
Sustainable Catchmen t program  

Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon  

Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon are a group of concerned individuals who live either locally 

or within the northern Sydney region of NSW who wish to see the Narrabeen Lagoon 

catchment properly and sustainably protected for  the benefit of current and future 

generations, as well as the rights and needs of the ecosystems within the catchment.  

Members of Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon have been involved in community actions to 

protect areas with natural and cultural significance. They have significant links within the 

Warringah community and elsewhere and aim to inform and educate others about the 

importance of properly protecting and managing the Catchment.  

Background  

The Narrabeen Lagoon ï Creating a Sustainable Catchment program  implemented by 

Warringah and Pittwater Councils, as joint managers of the lagoon, along with activities 

undertaken by Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon have specific recreational and health benefits 

associated with their activities. The Friends of Narrabeen Lag oon Catchment aim, through 

advocacy and education:  

¶ To preserve the Narrabeen Lagoon catchment, its bushland, creeks, flora, fauna 

and cultural sites and to seek to reduce pollution and degradation  

¶ To help preserve, restore and improve bushland and wildlife  corridors connecting 

the catchment to Garigal National Park and other nearby bushland  

¶ To gather scientific and other information relating to the past and present condition 

of the Narrabeen Lagoon Catchment  

¶ To support fund raising to achieve a sustainable natural environment in the region  

¶ To support the identification of all Aboriginal, cultural, ecological, historical and 

recreational artefacts, places, rock carvings, trails and other items consistent with 

the natural and social values of the catchment  

¶ To use this information to consult and co -operate with all relevant authorities in all 

matters affecting the welfare and beauty of the catchment system and environs  

¶ To raise a greater public awareness of the need to maintain the lagoon and 

bushland in a healt hy state  

¶ To communicate with and seek affiliation with other environmental protection 

organisations  

http://www.qmdc.org.au/
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¶ To seek rehabilitation and regeneration work in the Narrabeen Lagoon Catchment.  

The following section outlines the key program areas undertaken by Friends o f Narrabeen 

Lagoon.  

Recreational activities  

Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon run various events and activities which are run by 

volunteers and open to members of the group and the general public. The following 

activities are held at various intervals and provid e recreational and social benefits to the 

broader community:  

¶ Ecopaddle  

¶ Bushwalk  

¶ Bicycle ride  

¶ Tag Along Tour.  

Forums  

Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon have evolved to become an example of leadership and 

public participation. The group often hosts forums on variou s topics, such as the 

following (in order of occurrence):  

¶ Urban Sustainability Grant program  

¶ Balancing Development and Environment ï Community Consultation in the Planning 

Process  

¶ Meeting the Challenge ï How do schools, business and community live sustaina bly 

in a catchment?  

¶ Bushfire threat ï Protecting your patch  

¶ Threats from the Sea  

¶ Transport ï Past, present and future  

¶ Protecting our catchment  

¶ Aboriginal Heritage Forum  

¶ Recreation on Narrabeen Lagoon and in the catchment  

¶ Focus on Fish  

¶ Meet the Candidates ( members of Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon who are standing 

for election in Warringah or Pittwater Council areas).  
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Protection of bushlands  

Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon have engaged with Members of Parliament, challenged and 

informed Crown Land assessments, docu mented historical events and obtained Heritage 

Listing (as an "indicative place") for Narrabeen Lagoon Catchment.  

Table 7: Multiple benefits of creating a Sustainable Catchment program  

Multiple benefit  Description  

Learning, 

awareness and 

practice change  

Scales of change ï The Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon, through the 

protection of bushlands and forums, engaged politicians and 

government agencies on various issues which arise, resulting in 

significant change (including legislative). Multiple group members 

have moved into leadership positions within the broader Sydney 

Northern Beaches community.  

Awareness raising ï Recreational activities raise the awareness of the 

general public to environmental issues and the need for protection of 

the lagoon.  

Improved know ledge ï Various activities, such as forums and 

recreational activities improve the knowledge of the members, wider 

community and policy makers.  

Social ï political 

and social capital  

Partnerships and networks ï Linkages with other care groups, local 

gove rnment (Warringah and Pittwater) and school and community 

organisations.  

Filling the void ï The group performs recreational activities and the 

protection of bushland that may not otherwise exist.  

Leadership and public participation ï Members of Friends of 

Narrabeen Lagoon stand for election in Warringah or Pittwater 

Council areas to represent the interests of the group. This is 

communicated through forums and provides an incentive for those 

who may not otherwise have entered the political arena to consider 

using their skills to benefit the community.  

Personal growth ï Forums allow for a diverse range of ideas to be 

aired and learning opportunities to take place. Likewise, recreational 

activities have mental and physical benefits which lead to personal 

growt h.  

Economic  Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon run cost recovery events such as 

recreational activities and other volunteer based activities.  

Access to resources ï Infrastructure, equipment and access to 

natural resources are provided in a suitable manner to th e 

community through recreational activities.  

Cultural  Connection to Country ï In May 2012, an Aboriginal Heritage Forum 

was held by Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon.  

The Narrabeen Lagoon walking map and natural features refers to the 

catchment being previousl y inhabited by the Guringai peoples who 

depended on abundant seafood, animals and bush foods. 

Additionally, the preservation of rock paintings acts as a significant 

linkage to cultural heritage in the area.  
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Partners  

Friends of Narrabeen Lagoon engage wit h Warringah and Pittwater Councils, schools 

(such as Narrabeen Lakes Public), the National Parks Association of NSW and various 

local organisations.  

Further information  

For additional information see: 

http://www.narrabeenlagoon.org.au/Activities/activities.htm  

4.2.6 Case Study 5: Roper River Landcare Group ïBuilding 
Capacity to Protect the Cultural and Production Values of 

Mangarrayi Traditional Lands  

Roper River Landcare Group  

The Roper River Landcare Group (RRLG) was established 18 years ago, initially to tackle 

an infestation of Parkinsonia. It is one of the four major Pastoral Landcare Associations in 

the Northern Territory.  

RRLG promotes the adoption of best practice NRM managem ent in order to achieve 

biodiversity and sustainable land use outcomes across the Roper River catchment. In 

addition to weed control, the key issues facing the RRLG are:  

¶ Feral animal control  

¶ Tourism impacts and water quality  

¶ Maintaining barramundi stocks  

¶ Reducing litter and controlling erosion  

¶ Getting local children involved in landcare  

¶ Promoting the group and their activities.  

The RRLG aims to:  

¶ Maintain and expand networks and NRM partnerships with catchment stakeholders 

including Indigenous organisations,  pastoralists, horticulturalists, townspeople, 

other NRM groups and all levels of government  

¶ Use networks to build on stakeholder awareness of key NRM issues (weeds, 

threatened species, feral animals, fire) and deliver up skilling and capacity building 

act ivities.  

Background  

In 2009, The RRLG, in partnership with Mangarrayi Aboriginal Corporation, Savannah 

Solutions Pty Ltd and Banibi Pty Ltd, received $1.3 million in funding over 4 years from 

the Australian Governmentôs Caring for our Country initiative to implement a project 

entitled óBuilding Capacity to Protect the Cultural and Production Values of Mangarrayi 

http://www.narrabeenlagoon.org.au/Activities/activities.htm
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Traditional Landsô. This was one of the Landcare and Sustainable Farm Practices projects 

which received funding under the category of Other Funded Projects. The project 

addresses the national priority areas of:  

¶ Sustainable farm practices  

¶ Community skills, knowledge and engagement.  

The funding has enabled the establishment of the Mangarrayi Rangers, a group of four 

Aboriginal Rangers who are using bo th traditional and contemporary land management 

practices to protect and conserve the biodiversity on the traditional Mangarrayi lands 

around the Roper River near Mataranka in the Northern Territory. These traditional lands 

include the historic Elsey Stati on, a 5,300 square kilometre former pastoral lease east of 

Mataranka, which is now Aboriginal land under the Northern Territory Land Rights Act. 

The Roper River, which is a permanent watercourse, flows for 100 km through Elsey 

Station.  

In addition to esta blishing a Mangarrayi Ranger group, the project targets include:  

¶ Undertaking weed control over 5,000 hectares per year  

¶ Increasing the native habitat area  

¶ Identifying and recording Traditional Ecological Knowledge.  

Weed control is the key focus of the Range r group. The Rangers are using chemical, fire 

and mechanical means to control a range of weeds including Parkinsonia, Mesquite, 

Prickly Acacia, Bellyache Bush and Chinee Apple. They are well equipped with a Toyota 

Troop Carrier, spray equipment, quad bikes  and a boat, which means that they can get 

to areas on the river which would normally be inaccessible. The Rangers are working to a 

Weed Management Plan which is constantly being reviewed and updated. They provide 

data to the Weed Management Branch of the Northern Territory Department of Land 

Resource Management for inclusion in their data bank.  

The Project Coordinator estimates that they have nearly eradicated Parkinsonia and that 

in another year or two they will be on top of Chinee Apple. Bellyache Bush, which is 

mainly along the banks of the Roper River, is now the biggest problem and the Rangers 

feel they are fighting a losing battle with it because it spreads easily and the seed bank 

lasts for many years. However, if they were not endeavouring to contro l it, the problem 

would be much worse than it currently is.  

In addition to weed control, the Rangers are also undertaking feral animal control and 

have to date removed an estimated 12,000 donkeys as well as feral pigs, horses and 

buffalo.  

The project is m anaged by the RRLG and has a Steering Committee comprising 

representatives from the Northern Land Council, Northern Territory Parks and Wildlife 

Service, Bushfires NT, Northern Territory Department of Land Resource Management 

Weed Management Branch, and Ma ngarrayi Elders.  
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Table 8: Multiple benefits of the Mangarrayi Rangers  

Multiple benefit  Description  

Learning, 

awareness and 

practice change  

Improved knowledge ï In 2011 a book was published on Mangarrayi 

and Yangman Plants and Animals. The book was initiat ed by the 

Managarrayi community and funded through the Indigenous Literacy 

Foundation. It captures the knowledge of the local Elders about the 

plants, animals and landscapes that occur in Mangarrayi and 

Yangman country. The book also contains a creation pe riod story and 

the outline of a ceremony.  

Awareness raising ï Posters and cards showing the names of animals 

and plants in local language have also been produced so that they 

can be used in the local school.  

Improved knowledge ï The Rangers have received t raining in a 

variety of areas including:  

¶ Chem Cert  

¶ quad bikes  

¶ weed identification and data collection  

¶ weed control  

¶ small engine maintenance and safety  

Improved knowledge ï A total of 15 people have now done Cert 3 

Conservation and Land Management so there  is now a pool of people 

that can be called on for the Ranger program.  

Scales of change ï The preference within the community is that 

people should receive cross training so that they are able to work 

either in the meatworks or on country. This is because work crews 

are picked on a cultural basis, rather than for particular skills. All the 

current Rangers are from different family groups and it is the lore 

people who have a say on their country when they are working there.  

Multi -generational reach (involve ment of school children) ï One day a 

week when school is in the Rangers take a couple of children who are 

keen to be Rangers out with them to show them what they do. The 

Rangers want to eventually run two camps a year for the children to 

take them out on c ountry.  

Social ï 

community 

health and 

wellbeing  

Contact with natural environment ï The majority of Mangarrayi 

people live on the community at Jilkminggan. People are keen to get 

on country more often, but access to some places is difficult, they 

donôt have suitable vehicles and they canôt afford to go. When they 

do get the opportunity to stay on country they all enjoy the peace 

and quiet away from the community as well as catching good food 

and discovering new places. As part of the cultural mapping proje ct, 

12 people from the community went to Campbell Springs, but only 

one of those had been there before.  
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Multiple benefit  Description  

Social ï political 

and social capital  

Increasing the recognition of women ï The current Ranger group are 

all men, but there is interest amongst some o f the more educated 

young women in the community in forming a womenôs ranger group. 

They are putting in for Working on Country funding and if successful, 

the intention is that the women rangers would look after the womenôs 

cultural sites and womenôs ceremonies, carry out plant and animal 

mapping, teach the children using the plant and animal books and 

manage a junior ranger program.  

Scales of change ï One of the Rangers attended a training course at 

Warwick in Queensland to learn how to be a supervisor at a 

meatworks. The Rangers are also learning how to trap crocodiles for 

the Northern Territory Parks and Wildlife Service and Roper River 

Shire Council. The Rangers are also using their weed control skills to 

manage the lantana on the lime mine at Elsey Stat ion and there are 

potential opportunities for them to do further contract weed control 

work on neighbouring properties. Currently all the land is leased so 

fire management is the responsibility of the lessees, but next year 

they are planning to get all the  lessees together and do some early 

season burning.  

Governance/self - regulation ï At the end of the project, it is intended 

that the Ngarranbardji Corporation will take over responsibility for the 

management of the Ranger group from the RRLG and that the 

Rangers will become self - funded through gaining contract work. The 

Ngarranbardji Corporation is made up of seven representatives, one 

from each of the seven Mangarrayi family groups. Three years ago 

the Board undertook governance training and they are now m ore 

confident about making decisions and they are actively putting in 

applications for funding from different sources to support their vision 

of creating employment within the community. The Board is very risk 

averse and utilises a lawyer, accountant and b ookkeeper that are 

external to the community so that they cannot be accused of 

favouring a particular family group and also so that they have 

recourse if anything goes wrong.  
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Multiple benefit  Description  

Economic  The Rangers are on a casual employment contract, which means that 

they get paid only when they work. This averages about 60 hours a 

fortnight, but when they are out bush they do a full weekôs work. 

Access to resources ï Through Caring for our Country funding, the 

Rangers now have access to a Toyota Troop Carrier, quad bikes, 

spray equipment and a boat.  

Access to resources ï The RRLG and the Mangarrayi Aboriginal 

Corporation has received funding from a range of different programs 

to undertake specific projects on the Mangarryi traditional lands. This 

includes:  

¶ Landcare funding to use Indigenous knowledge to restore and 

protect the Roper River wetlands  

¶ Funding to develop the Mangarryi Land and Cultural Strategic 

Plan 2009  

¶ Funding of $1.7  million through the Get Communities Working 

Program to develop the Mangarrayi Meatworks. The meatworks 

will process cattle which donôt meet the current export market 

specifications. The intention is that eventually 10 head a week 

will be processed for use by the community.  
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Multiple benefit  Description  

Cultural  Connection with Country ï Through their work in detecting and 

con trolling Weeds of National Significance on their traditional lands, 

the Mangarrayi Rangers are helping to reduce the threats to cultural 

values.  

Connection with Country ï There is increasing recognition of the 

importance of Traditional Ecological Knowledge  in maintaining the 

health of the Roper River Wetlands. Traditional Owners had been 

forbidden from damming the river at Red Lily Wetlands and when a 

fire went through the water level in the wetlands dropped by three 

metres. As part of the National Research  Flagships Program Water for 

a Healthy Country CSIRO undertook research into the management 

of the Roper River and in April 2012 they produced a report 

ñIndigenous Water Management and Water Planning in Upper Roper 

Riverò. The report recognised the value of the traditional 

management techniques to the health of the wetlands and these 

have now re -commenced.  

Connection with Country ï A significant cultural mapping project has 

been undertaken with the Mangarrayi people. Simon Normand has 

involved five to eight  Elders in recording their knowledge of the 

dreaming stories and he has represented this information as a series 

of painted cultural maps which will eventually cover the entire Elsey 

region. The maps include the Aboriginal names for every part of the 

land as well as showing the song lines and where they went. This 

work has given the Elders an opportunity to go out onto country and 

they have shown great interest and pride in being able to preserve 

their history for future generations. Some of the younger peo ple 

know some songs and story lines but much of this knowledge is not 

now generally known within the community, so would otherwise be 

lost as the Elders die out.  

Connection with Country ï Simon Normand has also written three 

books recording the process an d including interviews and photos of 

the sites and when the project is finished, these will be combined into 

a single document.  

Connection with Country ï As part of the cultural mapping project, 

Simon Normand has also been searching the country for books 

written about Elsey Station. The intention is to create a keeping place 

for all this information and potentially there may be an opportunity to 

display some of the material at the Katherine Cultural Centre.  

Connection with Country ï Increasing opportuniti es are being 

provided for Managarrayi people to go on their country. In addition to 

the cultural mapping project and the weekly inclusion of school 

children in the Rangerôs trips, the RRLG and Mangarrayi Rangers 

organise annual cultural camps. These are he ld in the school holidays 

so that the Traditional Owners have an opportunity to visit their 

traditional lands. Over 100  people attended the first of these two 

week camps. They danced, did body painting using white ochre, and 

spoke language and involved the  young people in traditional activities 

including fishing and collecting turtle eggs as well as learning 

Mangarrayi lore and recording the traditional names for Mangarrayi 

plants and animals.  
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Multiple benefit  Description  

Resilience  Rangers are well respected in the community and thi s has increased 

their pride in their job. One of the Rangers has apparently moved 

away from Jilkminggan and has now stopped drinking alcohol.  

When the Rangers are working on country for extended periods, they 

now take their wives and children too. The wiv es catch fish and cook 

for the men and the Rangers are happier to be out on the camp than 

they would be if they were there alone.  

The spokesperson for the Board is now 70 but she is still very actively 

involved and is consulted about everything. The Board  is learning to 

have a voice and the Board members are now confident that their 

views will be recognised.  

Partners  

¶ Mangarrayi Aboriginal Corporation  

¶ Roper River Landcare and Conservation Association  

¶ Savanna Solutions Pty Ltd  

¶ Banibi Pty Ltd.  

Further infor mation  

For additional information, see: http://www.nrm.gov.au/projects/other -

projects/landcare/mangarrayi/index.html  

http://www.nrm.gov.au/projects/other-projects/landcare/mangarrayi/index.html
http://www.nrm.gov.au/projects/other-projects/landcare/mangarrayi/index.html
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5. Multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM: A 

sy nthesis  

5.1 Overview of multiple benefits and outcomes  

In earlier sections of this report considerable comment has been made about the range 

of scales at which Landcare and NRM operate, the outcomes delivered by Landcare and 

NRM and that numerous project a nd program evaluations, reviews and audits have 

reported on the considerable success of Landcare and NRM in engaging the community 

and in delivering improvements in the condition of natural resources across Australia. 

Based on these assessments, it is clea r that Landcare and NRM have been outstanding 

successes.  

What has mostly been missing from the assessments of the success of Landcare and 

NRM has been the possible broader suite of benefits and outcomes, what these broader 

(or multiple) benefits and outcom es might deliver, and how can they be measured. This 

project is the first known comprehensive investigation on these broader benefits. The 

project has found that a comprehensive suite on multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM 

exist and that these are well s upported by peer reviewed literature and grounded in the 

day to day Landcare practice shown in the case studies and interviews.  

The multiple benefits and outcomes identified across six categories and operate in ways 

that can be simple or complex, intended or unintended, large or small. These benefits 

and outcomes relate well to the contemporary NRM agenda in Australia with its 

increasing focus on linked socio -ecological systems and resilience. The following sections 

provide a synthesis of the literature and  practice of the multiple benefits of Landcare and 

NRM across these six categories with a particular focus on resilience.  

5.1.1 Learning, awareness and practice change ï well established 

and understood  

The literature review finds widespread recognition of the capacity building role of 

Landcare. Capacity building has been a central tenet of the program since the middle of 

the Decade of Landcare in the 1990s, with a particular focus on benefits of awareness 

raising, practice change, improved knowledge and con tinuous learning. The literature 

review, case studies and interviews undertaken as part of this project strongly support 

these more well - known learning awareness and practice change benefits of Landcare and 

NRM and extend them into broader areas covering m ultigenerational reach and scales of 

change. Combined, these six areas make a compelling case about a range of learning, 

awareness and practice change -based multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM.  

The ability of Landcare to deliver innovation and regionally  and locally -specific outcomes 

across the six sub -categories was particularly evident, as was the holistic view of 

Landcarers, their ability to approach situations with an open mind and the finding that 

modest resources can and do deliver significant gains , some of which were initially 

unintended.  

Examples from the case studies that particularly align with the literature and interviews 

include:  

¶ Significant engagement of old and young people  
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¶ Formal and informal cycles of continuous learning and adaptive man agement  

¶ Extensive practice change including the ability to engage with sections of the 

community that are otherwise difficult to reach  

¶ Innovative training across a range of areas that much better meets the needs of 

Indigenous people.  

The ability of Landcar e and NRM to reach people who may otherwise not be engaged in 

Landcare and NRM activities was important in some of the case studies. For example, the 

fire recovery project recorded 6, 267 volunteer days, many of which were from those 

formerly not previousl y concerned with NRM and environmental issues. Other case 

studies included projects that focussed specifically on engaging women and younger and 

older people, who may otherwise not be particularly interested in Landcare and NRM. 

Some of these individuals h ave reported significant individual benefits from this 

involvement and translated this involvement into broader local or regional outcomes.  

The learning, awareness and practice change - related multiple benefits of Landcare and 

NRM provide evidence of NRM pr actice change outcomes, heightened NRM awareness, 

and capacity building of individuals and groups. These also provide community 

infrastructure (networks and resources) that would otherwise not exist and that are often 

the only structured educational experi ence many participants have had for many years. 

This will contribute to the ability of individuals, communities and societies to adapt, 

transform, and manage when faced with unexpected changes or challenges.  

5.1.2 Social ï community health and wellbeing ï complex but 

considerable  

The literature detailing the pathways in which Landcare and NRM can improve health and 

wellbeing is the most complex. This does not mean it is tenuous, just that it operates in 

ways that are multi - faceted and interdependent. The su b categories that comprise this 

multiple benefit are a good indication of this complexity, covering contact with natural 

environment, social networks and physical and mental health benefits.  

The way in which Landcare operates means that the vast majority o f its activities, 

including the case studies in this report, provide a very real connection with the natural 

environment. This connection is mostly as part of a Landcare group or network. The 

literature reviewed is clear about the health benefits of contac t with the environment and 

the positive physical and mental changes that can accrue as a result of this contact. 

Some of this literature covers Landcare - type activities, or can be reasonably extended so 

it does so.  

The case studies and interviews were posi tive about the general benefits that arise from 

contact with the natural environment and especially positive about the very broad value 

of networks. They were less definitive about the physical and mental benefits that 

Landcare and NRM can deliver, perhaps  because of the complex manner in which the 

literature says these benefits accrue. That said there are some very good examples 

identified in the case studies and interviews, as follows:  

¶ Interviewees noted that people often come together for the common purp ose of 

delivering a particular NRM outcome, but find social benefits that run hand - in -hand 

or might even exceed the original NRM target.  
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¶ The case studies which involved rehabilitation of areas opened up new natural 

environments for Landcarers, property own ers and the surrounding community to 

utilise for recreational and tourism purposes.  

¶ A truly diverse range of networks were utilised in some projects. The Upper 

Goulburn Landcare Network Fire Recovery Project is a particularly strong example.  

¶ Individual men tal health benefits were clearly demonstrated in several case studies 

and an increase in general community wellbeing was also a feature.  

5.1.3 Social - political and social capital ï a vital part of the social 
fabric  

The literature reveals that the contribut ion of Landcare and NRM to social capital has 

been recognised in general terms since the Decade of Landcare (1990s). More recent 

studies provide a more comprehensive and specific set of information about the social 

capital benefits of Landcare. In this rep ort, these benefits have been categorised into: 

partnerships and networks; leadership and public participation; governance and self -

regulation; localism and empowerment; increasing the recognition of women in rural 

communities; personal growth; filling the  void; and increasing awareness, skills and 

knowledge.  

The categories of multiple benefit identified in the literature and supported through the 

interview process undertaken as part of this project give an indication about the 

importance of Landcare across  Australia, especially in rural areas; it is an intrinsic part of 

the social fabric and in many cases fills gaps left by the withdrawal of services or as a 

result of some institutions closing down. Running hand in hand with the role Landcare 

plays in servi ce provision is its focus on building networks and partnerships, sometimes 

in highly innovative ways. Given this it is not surprising that Landcare has in many 

instances become self - regulating and self -governing and has offered new leadership and 

public pa rticipation roles built in part by localism and empowerment.  

The case studies were particularly strong with their links to the creation and maintenance 

of social capital. These include the following:  

¶ extensive partnerships and networks were reported in eac h case study. Combined, 

these cover an immense diversity of organisations including educational 

institutions, other Landcare and NRM groups, local, state and Australian 

Governments, non -government organisations, churches, producer groups, 

professional asso ciations and the private sector  

¶ leadership and public participation is probably best represented by the Friends of 

Narrabeen Lagoon who conduct a diverse range of more typical Landcare activities. 

Members have stood for local government elections on a plat form of representing 

the interests of Landcare. Other case studies reported members operating in a wide 

variety of leadership positions  

¶ there is increasing recognition of women playing community leadership roles across 

the case studies, especially in the N aturally Resourceful Program and the Roper 

River Landcare Group  
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¶ the Roper River Project is a good example of the ability of Landcare to self -govern 

and self -organise for current conditions whilst being mindful of longer term 

challenges and opportunities.  

5 .1.4 Economic ï a considerable set of numbers  

Investing in Landcare and NRM has been demonstrated in the literature to generate 

significant return on investment to individual properties and leverage 2 -5 times the 

amount invested through a variety of means.  The literature also indicates three key 

categories of economic benefit: increased financial return to individuals, sub -catchments 

and regions; access to additional resources; and training and management techniques.  

Landcare has often been able to attract additional resources partly owing to the scale at 

which some of the larger Landcare networks and groups operate which has in turn led to 

greater capability, more partnerships and less risk to investors. An interesting feedback 

loop appears to run in these cases from networks to partnerships to funding and back to 

networks (or ñsuccess breeds successò sometimes called the ñhavesò and ñhave-notsò of 

Landcare).  

The Landcare ethos has helped deliver a much broader set of economic outcomes over 

the long term thr ough its encouragement of farmers to push a little harder on financial 

risk versus reward, because of its ability to foster innovation and best practice and 

because the capacity building activities that are associated with Landcare tend to 

improve long ter m productivity and financial returns. The ability of Landcare to assist 

Indigenous people to reconnect with country leads to better participation in the market 

through the utilisation of natural resources to generate income.  

The interviews and case studies  also reported economic benefits from Landcare, both in 

direct and indirect terms. As examples:  

¶ the Fire Recovery Project used external funds to generate considerable local 

economic activity after the bushfire, assisting the recovery of local businesses. 

Extensive volunteer days and financial contributions from external sources were 

also very valuable.  

¶ training and management techniques in the Web of Trees Project have increased 

productivity and financial returns.  

¶ the Roper River Landcare Mangarrayi Rangers  Project has delivered direct economic 

benefit to the community including employment, capital items and via increased 

participation of Indigenous Australians in the market economy.  

A confounding factor with economic returns of Landcare and NRM investment 

demonstrated in the case studies seems to be that few group projects invest solely for 

direct economic return. The case studies do report major economic benefits to sub -

catchments and regions and (to a limited extent) to individuals, but this is mostly 

repo rted as a side benefit or as part of a triple bottom line approach to Landcare and 

NRM. 
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5.1.5 Cultural ï increasing connections in new ways that are very 
old  

Connection with Country  

The project has identified significant benefits to Indigenous Australians via connection 

with country and that this connection is essential for their spiritual, social, physical and 

mental health. In some cases Landcare has helped to maintain or increase existing 

connections, while in others it is has recreated connections that existed for centuries 

prior to white settlement. In such cases, those who had a greater connection to country 

had significantly better outcomes across a range of indicators, including diabetes, 

cardiovascular risk and body mass index.  

Interviewees noted th e increasing importance of connection to country in Landcare and 

NRM activities also in relation to the use of traditional knowledge in on ground Landcare 

and NRM projects. Some of the case studies also reported about their engagement with 

Indigenous Austr alians in a formal partnership role or in an effort to utilise traditional 

knowledge. However, it is the Roper River Landcare Mangarrayi Rangers Project that best 

demonstrates the multiple benefits of Landcare as it relates to Indigenous Australians 

with o utcomes including the following:  

¶ reduced threat to cultural values  

¶ increasing importance of traditional knowledge in the management of weeds and 

pests  

¶ cultural mapping to assist with the maintenance of traditional knowledge  

¶ social capital, including increa sed engagement of women and young people  

¶ health and wellbeing outcomes.  

5.2 Key stakeholder beneficiaries  

The literature, case studies and interviews have identified the existence of a large 

number of multiple benefits. There is an extensive group of stake holders from diverse 

areas who gain directly and indirectly from these multiple benefits. They have been 

separated into two groups as follows:  

1.  what we term the more traditional list of stakeholders that would be identified via a 

stakeholder analysis undert aken by a typical Landcare or NRM program or project  

2.  an additional set of multi -beneficiary stakeholders who benefit in ways that have 

not been well articulated to date. This group more truly represents the diverse 

beneficiaries of Landcare and NRM and ali gns with the contemporary direction of 

NRM in Australia with its focus on resilience and linked socio -economic systems.  
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Table 9: Stakeholders who derive value from the multiple benefits of Landcare 

and NRM  

Typical  

Stakeholder  Benefit provided  Multiple bene fit 

category  

Supported 

by  

Local Council  On ground work  Social ï political and 

social capital  

Partnerships and 

networks  

Interviews  

Case studies  

Literature  

Regional NRM 

group/Catchment 

Management 

Authority  

Facilitation of field 

days  

Social ï political and  

social capital  

Partnerships and 

networks  

Interviews  

Case studies  

Literature  

Federal 

Government  

Implementation of the 

Caring for our Country 

Initiative  

Social ï political and 

social capital  

Partnerships and 

networks  

Interviews  

Case studies  

Literature  

Sta te Government 

(Department of 

Primary Industries)  

Field trials and 

research  

Learning, awareness and 

practice change  

Continuous learning  

Interviews  

Schools and 

colleges (e.g. 

TAFE) 

Mentoring (e.g. 

Demonstration farm 

teaching agriculture, 

NRM and sustainabl e 

futures at high -school 

level)  

Learning, awareness and 

practice change  

Multigenerational reach  

Interviews  

Literature  

Landholders  Sustainable farming 

techniques, carbon 

farming techniques, 

social connections.  

Learning, awareness and 

practice change  

Scales  of change and 

continuous learning  

Interviews  

Case studies  

Literature  

Multi - beneficiary  

Stakeholder  Benefit provided  Multiple benefit 

category  

Supported 

by  

Local community  Increased rural 

representation  

Learning, awareness and 

practice change  

Scales of c hange  

Case studies  

Literature  

Local government  Recreational areas 

(e.g. the rehabilitation 

of the natural 

environment and 

creation recreational 

access and activities)  

Economic  

Access to resources  

Case studies  

Literature  
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Stakeholder  Benefit provided  Multiple benefit 

category  

Supported 

by  

Local business  Tourism (e.g. 

enha nced 

environmental 

amenities along 

coastlines)  

Economic  

Investment multipliers  

Interviews  

Literature  

Local Indigenous 

groups  

Preservation of 

Indigenous culture and 

artefacts  

Cultural  

Connection to Country  

Case studies  

Literature  

Community 

organisations  

The organisational 

capacity to continue or 

revitalise community 

events  

Social ï political and 

social capital  

Filling the void  

Interviews  

Literature  

Regional 

development 

organisations and 

local government  

Economic returns to 

sub -catchments and 

regions  

Econo mic  

Increased financial 

returns  

Investment multipliers  

Literature  

Case studies  

Health providers  Reduced incidence of 

diabetes and heart 

disease  

Cultural ï Connection to 

Country  

Social capital ï wellbeing  

Literature  

Case studies  

5.3 Resilience ï the end g ame of multiple benefits?  

Sections 5.1 and 5.2 provide a summary of the multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM 

along with a list of stakeholders who derive value from these multiple benefits. This 

results in an extensive list of benefits, supported by both literature and in practice, as 

well as a considerable list of stakeholder beneficiaries. A challenge then arises in bringing 

all of these together to ascertain the overall contribution of the multiple benefits. One 

way to do this is to consider the ways in  which multiple benefits contribute to building 

resilience.  

As noted in the definitions and literature review (Sections 2.1 and 3 respectively), 

resilience approaches are gaining increased traction in the contemporary delivery of 

Landcare and NRM in Austra lia. At national level, resilience is now a key focus of the 

Australian Governmentôs investment in NRM, biodiversity and climate change programs 

through Caring for Our Country, the Clean Energy Future and other initiatives. 5 For this 

and other reasons, res ilience will be a key component of all regional NRM plans as they 

are updated in coming years and in the on ground delivery of Landcare and NRM.  

While resilience thinking is not new, it is only recently that it has started to be used in a 

practical sense i n Landcare and NRM, where its application is based on three general 

steps: describe a system; assess its resilience; and then manage its resilience (Walker 

                                           

5 Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Pop ulation and Communities (2012). One Land ï Many 
Stories: Prospectus of Investment. Accessed online 8/1/13 at: www.environment.gov.au/prospectus . 

http://www.environment.gov.au/prospectus
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and Salt 2012). In applying these steps, Walker and Salt (2012) note ten key points that 

should be c onsidered. A multiple benefits approach to Landcare and NRM interacts across 

all ten key points but is particularly emphasised in five of them, which are in bold  below:  

1.  Systems are self -organising.  

2.  There are limits to a systems self -organising capacity.  

3.  Sy stems have linked social, economic and biophysical domains.  

4.  Self - organising systems move through adaptive cycles.  

5.  Linked adaptive cycles function across multiple scales.  

6.  There are three related dimensions of resilience: specified resilience, general 

resili ence and transformability.  

7.  Working with resilience involves both adapting and transforming.  

8.  Maintaining or building resilience comes at a cost.  

9.  Resilience is not about knowing everything.  

10.  Resilience is not about not changing.  

When managing for resilient la ndscapes, the above ten points are considered and 

interventions made where necessary so that the systems do not cross thresholds into 

undesirable states. Multiple benefits can assist significantly with the desire to create or 

maintain resilient systems, es pecially in the social and economic domains, which have to 

date been the subject of much less consideration in Landcare and NRM.  

5.3.1 The contribution of multiple benefits to resilient landscapes  

The multiple benefits approach to Landcare and NRM fits we ll with the contemporary NRM 

agenda and will fill some gaps in the practical implementation of resilience thinking in 

Australia. Table 10 provides summary information on the application of the multiple 

benefits in a resilience context. This table should be  read on the understanding that it is 

indicative only; some of the resilience principles are tightly linked and highly 

interdependent, as is their application in a multiple benefits framework.  
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Table 10: Interaction of selected key resilience principles wit h multiple benefits 

of Landcare and NRM  

Resilience principal  Multiple benefit application and example  

Systems have linked social, 

economic and biophysical 

domains  

The multiple benefits in this report mostly function 

across the social and economic domains but are also 

clearly linked to the biophysical domain.  

Managing for resilience requires management across 

multiple domains. Assessing and managing the social 

and economic domains has been somewhat problematic 

in the practical delivery of resilience princip les to date.  

The social capital and cultural categories of multiple 

benefits are useful in looking at linked social and 

biophysical domains, with the Roper River Mangarrayi 

Rangers and Fire Recovery Projects providing the 

strongest case study examples of t hese multiple benefits 

in action.  

Self -organising systems move 

through adaptive cycles  

Adaptive cycles are heavily emphasised in the multiple 

benefits categories covering learning, awareness and 

practice change and social capital. In these two 

categories,  resilience was built and/or maintained in 

ways that included formal and informal adaptive 

management cycles.  

The Fire Recovery Project case study is a good example 

of this principle in action, as is the Web of the Trees.  

Linked adaptive cycles 

function a cross multiple 

scales  

The multiple benefit category that best applies here is 

social capital, which requires partnerships, networks and 

delivery across a range of institutional and spatial scales. 

However, adaptive cycles were present in other multiple 

ben efit categories and there were also a range of links 

across and between categories.  

As noted in Section 5.2, the case studies have an array 

of individual and institutional beneficiaries of multiple 

benefits. These operate at scales from local to 

nationwide . The systems in all case studies also work 

across multiple scales, but this is especially emphasised 

in the Naturally Resourceful project which operates 

across various spatial and institutional scales in 

Queensland.  
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Resilience principal  Multiple benefit application and example  

Working with resilience 

involves both adapting and 

transforming  

Most of the literature and all of the case studies were 

strong on the need for adaptation, and provided 

examples of where this had occurred.  

A smaller segment of the literature specifically covered 

transformation, even though in s ome cases 

transformations had occurred or were sought. The case 

studies and interviews are similar in this regard. This 

may be a factor of the terminology used in resilience 

thinking with ñtransformationò not yet being commonly 

used in Landcare.  

All case s tudies had an aspect of adaptation to a 

changing natural environment. The Fire Recovery Project 

was the best example of a transformation in action and 

also of the adaptation needed after a transformation. 

The best example of an integrated adaptation addres sing 

multiple outcomes is the Roper River Mangarrayi 

Rangers project.  

Maintaining or building 

resilience comes at a cost  

This principle includes economic cost, so at first glance 

the multiple benefits dealing with economics and the 

direct economic returns  and costs of all projects appear 

to be most relevant. The principle is also concerned with 

enhancing resilience which can reduce economic 

efficiency (e.g. by building reserves of various types). 

With this in mind, the benefits that are most relevant are 

economic as well as those covering social capital and 

community health and wellbeing.  

The case study that best represents the approach of 

balancing economic cost with economic benefit and 

enhanced resilience is the Web of Trees project.  

5.3.2 Resilience an d capacity to handle major challenges  

The examples in Table 10 (above) provide an overview of practical ways in which the 

multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM function against key resilience principles, as 

revealed in the case studies undertaken as part o f this project. Table 10 also contains 

examples of the ways in which the multiple benefits assist communities to build 

resilience, which helps them better handle major challenges such as bushfires, social 

change and drought.  

The collective evidence gather ed through the literature review, case studies and 

interviews undertaken for this project shows that Landcare groups have a proven track 

record of providing community leadership and coordination of disaster recovery efforts 

and working alongside other serv ice providers and volunteer groups. This evidence 

indicates that the ability of Landcare groups to handle challenges such as natural 

disasters is due to the influence, interaction and delivery of a large number of multiple 

benefits, especially those coveri ng social capital and wellbeing. Landcare groups are 

typically made of individuals who live locally, are familiar with the area (geographically 

and socially), are well placed to respond quickly to community needs in a coordinated 
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manner, are members of oth er groups and networks locally and regionally and have had 

the opportunity to develop leadership skills.  

Many Landcare groups have demonstrated the ability to coordinate rapid response 

activities and longer term recovery projects, as well as providing ong oing support and a 

communication system within the community. Some of the Landcare groups that were a 

part of this study were able to mobilise people quickly after a disaster and had the 

structures and frameworks in place to offer immense potential to resp ond to crisis. The 

groups also provide a conduit for the receipt of funding and the rapid delivery of projects.  

The case studies and literature also clearly show that the multiple benefits of Landcare 

and NRM help to develop communities that are better pre pared to cope with a range of 

slower moving changes including the transition to genuinely sustainable farming, 

biodiversity loss, urban growth and climate change. The formation of networks that 

deliver individual and community support and increased social cohesion (through social, 

economic, environmental and cultural considerations) are particularly important here.  

5.4 Measuring multiple benefits ï suggested key 
measurable indicators  

The key successes of Landcare and NRM to date have largely been reported i n the 

biophysical domain (Section 2.4). The evidence gathered in this project indicates the 

development of indicators for multiple benefits relating to Landcare, NRM and resilience 

is an emerging area of both theory and practice (e.g. Walter and Salt, 2012 , Dale et al, 

2011, Ross et al, 2010). However, some related work has existed for some time (King 

and MacGregor, 2000) and can be applied in this context.  

A good graphical explanation of a possible approach to measure multiple benefits 

appears in Ross et a l (2010), who provide a draft conceptual framework for regional level 

monitoring and reporting of social resilience that was intended to guide ongoing research 

(Figure 5). This identifies the key social resilience domains of human, social, natural, 

physica l, financial, cultural and governance which are similar to the present project. 6 

The suggested approach of Ross et al (2010) has been enhanced and extended by Dale 

et al (2011). King and MacGregor (2000) also provide a graphical representation of social 

indicators and monitoring criteria which they refer to as social indicators, constructs and 

models and they apply them the context of vulnerability, not resilience.  

We have adapted aspects of Ross et al (2010), Dale et al (2011) and King and 

MacGregor (2000)  to develop a graphical representation of indicators, the categories of 

multiple benefits they relate to and their interface with multiple benefits and resilience 

(Figure 6). We have also suggested a set of multiple benefits indicators (Table 11).  

                                           

6 Note that this method is at conceptual level, and a slightly different approach has been used for the present 
project.  
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Figure 5 : A conceptual framework for regional level monitoring and reporting of 

social resilience  

 
Source: Ross et al (2010) p16. NB: that this is at conceptual level only and different approaches have been 
used for the present project.  
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Figure 6: Links between in dicators and categories of multiple benefits  

 

Fourteen multiple benefit indicators have been developed (Table 11). In developing these 

indicators, the following factors were considered:  

¶ The results of the interviews (Section 4.1), case studies (Section 4. 2) and 

comments from the Department of Agriculture and the ALC about possible key 

indicators for multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM and their perspectives about 

how these indicators could be used to monitor multiple benefits.  

¶ Key findings from literatu re, particularly Walter and Salt (2012), Dale et al (2011), 

Ross et al (2010) and King and MacGregor (2000).  

¶ The Landcare and NRM community of the GHD and EEA team, especially in relation 

to what indicators would make sense at a project and regional level.  

¶ The need for the indicators to provide a cross section of multiple benefits and be 

reasonably simply measured or possibly utilise existing data.  

¶ The idea that the indicators should easily work at a range of scales so they can be 

used by various groups and  organisations both inside and outside of current 

Landcare and NRM arrangements (e.g. a Landcare group, a Landcare network, a 

regional NRM organisation, the Australian Government, a regional or local health 

organisation).  
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¶ The opportunity to use existing da ta to generate information and knowledge about 

the multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM, or, as a second best, to create new data 

as cost effectively as possible.  

A range of detailed monitoring criteria are suggested. These may be measured through a 

varie ty of approaches including a specific survey, the use of existing local, state or 

regional data, or an enhancement of Australian Government or regional level monitoring, 

evaluation, reporting and improvement (MERI) programs. Some of these approaches 

would need to be developed and delivered by specialists while in other cases simple 

surveys that work at local level could be developed for smaller local organisations to 

deliver, with results potentially aggregated at regional or state level.  

Any expansion of t he MERI effort for Australian Government programs would need to be 

carefully evaluated against the existing standard outputs and protocols. This may be 

achieved through a small extension of current project reporting to generate data that can 

again be aggre gated at local, regional or national level. This extension does not need to 

be complex. A modification of some ABARES data collection, such as that reported by 

Ecker et al (2011), would also prove useful. Specific and detailed local health surveys 

may be r equired for one indicator; this would be expensive to undertake.  

Table 11: Description of indicators  

Category  Indicator  Monitoring criteria  

Learning, 

awareness 

and practice 

change  

Multigenerational 

reach : diversity of ages  

1.  Proportion of young people withi n 

groups relative to regional 

demographics (e.g. under 25).  

2.  Level of program activity (e.g. 

succession planning, other peer group 

programs).  

Learning, 

awareness 

and practice 

change  

Scales of change : 

instances of change 

(groups or individuals)  

3.  The instanc es of groups which have 

performed functions outside of 

traditional NRM areas.  

4.  Individuals that have taken on greater 

responsibility at a broader scale and 

directly as a result of Landcare 

(community leadership roles).  

Learning, 

awareness 

and practice 

chan ge 

Continuous learning : 

additional courses or 

training  

5.  The number of people within a group 

who have received external funding and 

attended further training (e.g. additional 

courses) as a result of their participation 

in Landcare (exposure to group 

learning ).  

Social ï 

community 

health and 

wellbeing  

Physical and mental 

health benefits  

6.  Impact of involvement in Landcare and 

NRM via specific local research.  
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Category  Indicator  Monitoring criteria  

Social ï 

political and 

social capital  

Partnerships and 

networks  

7.  The number and quality of horizontal 

and  vertical linkages with other groups. 

Source: Jennings et al 2010 

(Participation in networks).  

Social ï 

political and 

social capital  

Recognition of women 

in rural communities  

8.  Participation of women within the group.  

9.  Participation of women which has led to  

further community involvement and 

recognition of women.  

Social ï 

political and 

social capital  

Filling the void  10.  Defunct functions now performed by a 

Landcare group.  

Economic  Increased financial 

return  

11.  Return on investment from Landcare 

and NRM.  

Economic  Access to resources  12.  Resources that are additional to those 

serviced by the group which also build 

resilience (e.g. corporate sponsorship, 

outside volunteer hours, donations of 

goods and services).  

Economic  Investment multipliers  13.  Level of contributions i n cash or in kind 

to projects or programs. Investment 

multipliers for each dollar of groupôs 

investment. Source: Jennings et al 2010 

(Local resource mobilisers).  

Cultural  Connection to Country : 

number of opportunities 

to be on country  

14.  The number of opport unities to be on 

country as a result of Landcare.  
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6. Summary of findings  

6.1 The multiple outcomes and benefits (social, 
economic, cultural, health, learning, awareness and 
practice change and community) that result from 
Landcare and NRM  

The literature, case studies and interviews carried out in this project have revealed that 

Landcare and NRM contribute to a diverse array of multiple outcomes and benefits in the 

social and economic domain. These cross six key categories and numerous sub -

categories (Table  12).  

Table 12: Categories of multiple benefits  

Categories  Sub - categories  

Learning, awareness and 

practice change  

Awareness raising  

Practice change  

Multigenerational reach  

Improved knowledge  

Scales of change  

Continuous learning  

Social ï community health  and 

wellbeing  

Contact with natural environment  

Social networks  

Physical and mental health benefits  

Social ï political and social 

capital  

Partnerships and networks  

Leadership and public participation  

Governance and self - regulation  

Localism and empowerment  

Increasing the recognition of women in rural 

communities  

Personal growth  

Filling the void  

Increasing awareness, skills and knowledge  

Economic  Increased financial return  

Access to resources  

Training and management techniques  

Cultural  Connection with Coun try  

Resilience  Resilient people and resilient landscapes  
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6.2 The contribution of the outcomes and benefits to 
building community resilience and capacity to handle 
major challenges  

The multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM contribute to resilience and in turn capacity to 

handle major challenges in many ways. In keeping with resilience principles, these 

contributions operate across linked socio -ecological systems which can sometimes be 

complex and difficult to represent.  

A simpler way to understand the cont ribution of multiple benefits to resilience is to 

consider the categories and sub -categories of multiple benefits (Table 12), their link to 

multiple benefits and resilience (Figure 6) and how these relate to what Walker and Salt 

(2012) call the attributes of a resilient world. This appears in visual form in Figure 7.  

Figure 7: Contribution of multiple benefits to attributes of a resilient system  
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6.3 How can multiple benefits and outcomes be 
monitored to demonstrate returns on NRM/Landcare 
investment  

The p roject has identified a range of indicators that can be used to monitor returns on 

Landcare and NRM investment. These indicators are based on sound theory and also 

work well in the practical delivery of Landcare and NRM. The indicators are also 

deliberatel y simple (not simplistic), work at multiple scales and can be can be tracked on 

an ongoing basis (Table 13).  

The suggested indicators provide the best way to monitor multiple benefits, but it is 

important to note that the indicators are just that, and will  need to be implemented and 

assessed in a comprehensive manner.  

Table 13: Description of indicators  

Category  Indicator  Monitoring criteria  

Learning, 

awareness 

and practice 

change  

Multigenerational 

reach : diversity of ages  

1.  Proportion of young people within  

Groups related to regional 

demographics (e.g. under 25).  

2.  Level of program activity (e.g. 

succession planning, other peer group 

programs).  

Learning, 

awareness 

and practice 

change  

Scales of change : 

instances of change 

(groups or individuals)  

3.  The instances  of groups which have 

performed functions outside of 

traditional NRM areas.  

4.  Individuals that have taken on greater 

responsibility at a broader scale and 

directly as a result of Landcare 

(community leadership roles).  

Learning, 

awareness 

and practice 

change  

Continuous learning : 

additional courses or 

training  

5.  The number of people within a group 

who have received external funding and 

the attended further training (e.g. 

additional courses) as a result of their 

participation in Landcare (exposure to 

group learni ng).  

Social ï 

community 

health and 

wellbeing  

Physical and mental 

health benefits  

6.  Impact of involvement in Landcare and 

NRM via specific local research.  

Social ï 

political and 

social capital  

Partnerships and 

networks  

7.  The number and quality of horizontal 

and vertical linkages with other groups. 

Source: Jennings et al 2010 

(Participation in networks).  
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Category  Indicator  Monitoring criteria  

Social ï 

political and 

social capital  

Recognition of women 

in rural communities  

8.  Participation of women within the group.  

9.  Participation of women which has led to 

further community involvement and 

recognition of women.  

Social ï 

political and 

social capital  

Filling the void  10.  The number of people that indicate a 

defunct function which is now performed 

by the Landcare group.  

Economic  Increased financial 

return  

11.  Retu rn on investment from Landcare 

and NRM.  

Economic  Access to resources  12.  Resources that are additional to those 

serviced by the group which also build 

resilience (e.g. corporate sponsorship, 

outside volunteer hours, donations of 

goods and services).  

Economi c Investment multipliers  13.  Level of contributions in cash or in kind 

to projects or programs. Investment 

multipliers for each dollar of groupôs 

investment. Source: Jennings et al 2010 

(Local resource mobilisers).  

Cultural  Connection to Country : 

number of op portunities 

to be on country  

14.  The number of opportunities to be on 

country as a result of Landcare.  

6.4 How should the multiple benefits and outcomes be 
communicated to agencies and organisations outside the 
NRM sector?  

Landcare and NRM clearly align with  and support a number of national, state and local 

priorities and initiatives. At present the alignment is most visible in the biophysical 

domain although resilience approaches, especially those being pursued by the NSW and 

some Victorian Catchment Managem ent Authorities, are starting to extend NRM into the 

social and economic domain. This extension is one of the significant challenges and 

opportunities presented by resilience thinking.  

It is suggested that communicating with a broad range of stakeholders i s a little 

premature at this point. Instead further refining and testing of the indicators is 

recommended and this will build a stronger evidence base which will more clearly detail 

the multiple benefits in the social and economic domain. Once this is done , it is 

suggested that a comprehensive engagement strategy be developed to begin the process 

of communicating about multiple benefits to a wide range of stakeholders.  

6.4.1 As an initial set of ideas for stakeholder engagement  

During the project, GHD asked  key stakeholders what communication methods best 

demonstrate NRM program/activity benefits to outside agencies and organisations and 
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what mechanisms of communication have you used/been presented in the past which 

have been successful in demonstrating prog ram/activity benefits to secure funding?  

Responses were varied, with suggested communication methods including:  

¶ Case studies  

¶ Literature reviews  

¶ Landcare facilitators, successful project administrators or landholders who could 

champion on -ground activities and be used a guest speakers where relevant  

¶ Presentations to small, targeted audiences  

¶ Press coverage (local to national scale) ï radio and media releases  

¶ Websites and web portals (e.g. http://learningfor sustainability.net )  

¶ Social media (e.g. YouTube, Facebook, Twitter)  

¶ Cost benefit analyses of programs and activities  

¶ Diagrammatical and graphic representation (e.g. contextualising stories with 

images)  

¶ Linking the story to something visual (e.g. web - link t o a video or photos taken over 

time which demonstrate progress)  

¶ Use best cases in which the average person can understand the benefits  

¶ Journal articles (e.g. credible science based information)  

¶ Position Landcare coordinators as facilitators (change agents)  rather than project 

managers  

¶ Implement a problem solving framework (e.g. community adopting to climate 

change)  

¶ Journal articles (e.g. Australasian Journal of Environmental Management)  

Given the multiple benefits approach is new and that it brings in some innovative and 

difficult concepts, all of the above approaches should be actively considered in an 

engagement strategy. Social media offers an emerging opportunity for measuring some 

of the multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM in an innovative and cost ef fective way. 

This is an emerging area of evaluation that is beyond the scope of this report.  

Some feedback noted that there is a saturation of case studies, consultation and 

literature. Additionally, the strategies used in communicating need to be adaptive  to 

different audiences. Some suggestions were made by interviewees and those involved in 

case studies in relation to target audience. In order of importance, these were seen to be 

Australian Government bodies (specifically Treasury), local government, sta te 

government and corporates.  

http://learningforsustainability.net/
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Tailoring a specific message to a target audience requires the use of multiple pathways. 

The key theme was to make the communication material short, sharp and accessible 

(through graphic representation) and include direct link ages to the on -ground resource 

(such as the facilitator or champion of flagship programs).  

6.5 Recommendations  

In an effort to progress the findings of this report, four recommendations are made:  

Recommendation 1 ï Increase general awareness of multiple 

be nefits  

Develop the summary section of the report into a document and/or fact sheet that is 

widely publicised and distributed through existing Landcare and NRM Networks.  

Recommendation 2 ï Refine indicators  

Develop and implement a project to test and refin e the suggested indicators and 

undertake additional data discovery to better understand what data is available for 

measuring multiple benefits and what needs to be generated. An expert panel approach 

involving key stakeholders at a range of scales would wo rk well and help establish links 

to other relevant initiatives (eg Landcare group, Landcare network, local government, 

regional NRM organisation, regional development organisation, state government and 

Australian government).  

Recommendation 3 ï Pilot indic ators  

Further test and refine the indicators via a pilot approach in a range of situations and 

scales (Landcare group, Landcare network, local, regional, state and national) and 

establish links to other relevant initiatives.  

Recommendation 4 ï Encourage ad option  

Publicise the results of the ñtesting and refiningò project and pilot approach to the wide 

range of stakeholders who benefit from the multiple benefits of Landcare and NRM via a 

comprehensive engagement strategy.  

This project has revealed a diverse set of multiple benefits and outcomes of Landcare and 

NRM that are well supported by literature and practice. While this project is the first step 

in the multiple benefits approach, and some gaps remain, there is scope to implement 

the projectôs findings as part of the evolution of Landcare and NRM to the delivery of 

genuinely triple bottom line outcomes. Such outcomes are likely to cover an increasingly 

diverse range of multiple benefits that will contribute to the increased resilience of 

individuals, comm unities, landscapes and regions.  
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Introduction  

There is a plethora of Landcare stories of success that have been captured through 

numerous evaluations (Curtis and De Lacy, 1995; Curtis et al., 1993; Department of 

Agriculture, 2003; Edmonson, 2010; Horvath, 2001; W oodhill, 1992; Youl, 2006), forums 

and workshops (Landcare Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 

2008a, 2008b, 2008c, 2008d), interviews and studies. Each case study or story is a small 

slice through the history of Landcare. Each succe ss and failure is influenced by the local 

context, individuals, communities and broader Landcare framework.  

Landcareôs success can be expressed in ways beyond the number of volunteers and the 

amount of on -ground work. This has been proven through a divers e range of socio -

economical benefits in addition to the foreseen natural resource management outcomes. 

The evidence presented in this report aims to shed light on a few of the more common 

key benefits beyond the direct natural resource management outcomes that are reported 

in the literature. The categories used are not discrete but instead are heavily integrated 

and interdependent. It is, for example difficult to discuss mental health outcomes without 

considering these to be also factors of individual resil ience. Similarly there is a strong 

interdependency between social capital and education and awareness as there is between 

education and awareness with economic benefits.  
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7. Evidence synthesis  

The synthesis of evidence is presented according to Landcare benefit categories agreed 

on with the GHD project team. These are:  

¶ Education, awareness and practice change  

¶ Social Capital  

¶ Economic  

¶ Health and well being  

¶ Resilience  

A non -systematic search was condu cted in order to synthesize evidence on the health 

and wellbeing benefits of Landcare and natural resource management (NRM) activities.  

All cited evidence is provided in an electronic Zotero evidence base to enable future 

access or further enquiry.  

7.1 Ed ucation, awareness and practice change  

In one of his earlier papers, Campbell stated that ñmany committed, far-sighted people 

are involved in Landcare. They are gaining intellectual stimulation, exciting new 

knowledge and the satisfaction of doing somethin g constructive in their own district and 

of influencing othersò (Campbell, 1992 p.1). This predictive statement of confidence has 

proved to have had good foresight, rather than over optimism in the twenty years since 

it was made.  

Landcare is widely recogn ised as a movement that has fundamentally shifted the 

perceptions of land stewardship through increased awareness and knowledge of the 

landscape and the relationship of people to that landscape. Landcare has provided highly 

effective coordinated opportunit ies at a range of scales for experimentation, learning, 

increased awareness, observation, and skill development (Curtis and Sample, 2010; 

Curtis et al., 2008, 2000). ABARE surveys show that as many as 50% of all farmers have 

utilised Landcare groups for in formation regarding farm management, demonstrating 

that Landcare has been a major catalyst for practice change and increased adaptive 

management (Department of Agriculture, 2003).  

As the first Landcare facilitator in Australia and a passionate visionary f or Landcare, 

Andrew Campbell states: ñThe personal and direct involvement of people in gathering 

and interpreting information about the health of the land around them as an everyday 

activity seems to be inextricably linked with an accompanying ethic ðof lan d stewardship, 

and respect for and humility towards nature. Such an ethic both underpins and is 

invigorated by contact with, and understanding of, the natural world. Such an 

understanding comes with direct involvement in gathering and recording information  

about vital signs such as water quality, the extent and status of indicator species, 

problems such as soil salinity and erosion and so onò (Campbell, 1995 p.5).  

Of key contemporary relevance is the role that Landcare has played in enhancing state 

agricul tural extension services and filling the void left from economic rationalism in the 

funding of government extension activities, and the need for those services to seek 
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alternative forms of funding and more efficient methods of technology transfer. The 

Land care model can be an effective mechanism to facilitate the transfer of knowledge in 

partial response to declining extension funding (Cary and Webb, 2000; Vanclay and 

Lockie, 2000; Walker, 2000).  

The following passages provide a synthesis of evidence of so me key areas within the 

education, awareness and practice change benefits resulting from Landcare in key areas 

defined by the literature.  

Awareness raising  

A range of reviews have found that Landcare funding has been effective in raising 

awareness and as valuable infrastructure for delivering information (Cary and Webb, 

2001; Curtis, 1999; Walker, 2000) and changing behaviour (Curtis and De Lacy, 1996a; 

Curtis, 1995a; Walker, 2000).  

There is strong evidence that Landcare participation leads to significantl y higher levels of 

awareness and concern about a range of land and water degradation issues (Curtis and 

De Lacy, 1996a). They found that Landcare participants in North East Victoria were 

significantly more likely to be aware of dryland salinity, soil acidi ty, tree decline, and soil 

compaction. Landcare participants were also significantly more concerned about the 

economic, social and environmental impact of land and water degradation issues (Curtis 

and De Lacy, 1996a; Curtis et al., 2008). The authors also report in a later paper that ñat 

the same time, all landholders in Landcare areas were significantly more likely to report 

awareness of the less obvious issues such as dryland salinity, soil acidity and soil 

compaction than those respondents from non -Landc are areas that had similar land and 

water degradation issuesò (Curtis and De Lacy, 1998 p. 621). Additionally, non-Landcare 

participants acknowledge the wealth of knowledge about land and water degradation and 

sustainable farming practices that Landcare gr oups hold (Curtis et al., 2008).  

It is reported that an increased awareness of Landcare is evidenced by growth in the 

Landcare movement and the widespread involvement in community environmental 

monitoring (Sobels and Curtis, 2001).  

Practice change ï where  the rubber hits the road  

Curtis, 2003 reports that there is strong evidence that participation in landcare activities 

is a precursor to the accomplishment of program outcomes. An example of this is that 

groups involved in field days and demonstration site s undertake significantly higher 

amounts of on -ground work related to tree planting, fencing to manage stock access to 

waterways, and pest animal and weed control (Curtis and De Lacy, 1996a; Curtis, 

1995b; Curtis et al, 2000; Curtis et al, 2008). Additiona lly, through educational activities, 

Landcare has encouraged farmers to appraise problems more holistically, which often 

leads to new methods for tackling these issues (Lockie, 1998; Youl et al., 2006).  

Similarly Mues et al., 1998 reports that Landcare mem bers were at least twice as likely 

as non -members to have participated in some Landcare group workshops and field days, 

industry grower groups, property management planning activities.  

Curtis, 2003 draws on other papers to provide more examples of this inc luding:  

¶ A higher proportion of group members engaged in property planning can be shown 

to be linked to groups undertaking significantly higher amounts of on -ground work 

(Curtis and De Lacy, 1995)  
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¶ Groups involved in establishing annual priorities and devel oping catchment plans 

accomplish significantly higher amounts of on -ground work.  

¶ Landcare members involved in field days and demonstration sites undertake 

significantly higher amounts of perennial pasture establishment than members who 

are not involved in these activities (Curtis and De Lacy 1996).  

In a recent study in the Wimmera region of Victoria, Curtis, 2003 reports that individuals 

involved in short courses relevant to property management, including those run by 

Landcare groups, were significantly mo re likely to adopt seven of ten recommended 

sustainable farming practices. In addition, the Department of Agriculture review of the 

National Landcare Program postulates that the development of trust through learning 

with peers, such as in Landcare groups, facilitates acceptance and adoption of new 

farming practices and management techniques (Department of Agriculture, 2003).  

Multigenerational reach  

In a recent paper, Love, 2012 suggests that Landcare has supported intergenerational 

learning through group co rporate knowledge, family knowledge and school activities. 

Landcare has been an effective tool for reaching school children. Evidence suggests that 

when the Landcare ethic and practices are embedded in school curricula, not only do 

children take these onbo ard an d run with them, but they also inþuence their parents, 

other family members and other children. Important in this concept is the realisation that 

both the children and their families may belong to sectors of the community that 

Landcare has traditionally fo und hard to reach (Landcare Victoria and Department of 

Sustainability and Environment, 2008). As reported in other sections, Landcare networks 

are increasingly taking a leadership role, gaining a wider reach and collective resources 

greater than any single  group. They are also well positioned to inþuence the community 

on a greater geographical scale as well as engage with the private sector, industry, 

schools and local government to an unprecedented extent (Landcare Victoria and 

Department of Sustainability  and Environment, 2008).  

Improved knowledge  

Curtis, 2003 draws on Curtis and De Lacy, 1996b to report that surveys have consistently 

identified that Landcare participants as showing significantly higher levels of knowledge 

of land and water degradation pro cesses and sustainable farming practices recommended 

to mitigate or prevent these issues. Research by Curtis shows that Landcare participants 

in North East Victoria were significantly more likely to report high to very high knowledge 

of processes leading t o soil erosion; processes leading to soil acidification; the impact of 

tree removal on water tables; how to collect samples for soil tests; how to develop 

property management plans using land classes; and how to establish perennial pastures 

(Curtis, 2003).  Community monitoring activities have also been shown to result in the 

development of new technology and equipment, demonstrating that Landcare monitoring 

groups can be an important source for innovation (Campbell, 1995).  

National Landcare funding during t he Decade of Landcare produced new information on 

the level of understanding of landscape processes, resources assessments, national scale 

data collections and standards, decision support programs and the interaction between 

agricultural systems, natural s ystems, land and water resources processes (Walker, 

2000). It has been shown that Landcare promotes learning between rural landholders by 

engaging them in activities with each other, providing them with the opportunity to learn 

with their peers, to learn b y doing, and to reflect on shared experiences (Curtis and 

Sample, 2010).  
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Research undertaken by Sobels et al in 2006 of 242 South Australian Landcare groups 

revealed that Landcare had:  

¶ increased understanding of what biodiversity conservation involves (86%  said 

ñsome/much/high level of successò)  

¶ contributed to changed land management practices (60%)  

¶  increased understanding of what sustainable farming involves (59%).  

In other studies conducted Coree Consulting, 2003 reported that over 60 per cent of 

Landc are members reported learning more about the causes of degradation, how to 

recognise it and techniques to monitor the condition of land and water (which are the 

main elements of the term ñLand Literacyò) (Campbell, 1995). In the same study 74 per 

cent repo rted learning more about farm practices to treat or avoid degradation (Coree 

Consulting Pty Ltd, 2003). Furthermore, Mues found that 56 per cent of dairy and 

broadacre farmers used Landcare groups as a source of information for farm 

management and techniqu es (Mues et al., 1998). This is higher than Landcare 

membership, which means that community members outside of Landcare groups are also 

benefitting from their knowledge.  

Scales of change  

Landcare has helped natural resource managers recognise the need for management at 

greater spatial scales and for integrated natural resource management. Landcare has 

encouraged and supported the establishment of institutional arrangements to enable 

integration to occur (Walker, 2000).  

The ability of the Landcare framework  to self organise and develop more sophisticated 

networks has enhanced the opportunities of individual groups and also enabled Landcare 

to participate in planning and management at larger scales. Landcare groups have acted 

as a forum for discussions contri buting to the development of regionally relevant 

management practices (Curtis and Cooke, 2006).  

Landcare groups in many instances have progressed from focusing on single issues and 

on small area projects to developing a bigger picture with regional or catc hment -wide 

plans. Landcare groups are also recognising the need to involve more fully the urban 

community, local government, rural industry bodies and public land managers as 

significant stakeholders in natural resource management (Department of Agricultur e, 

2003).  

Continuous learning  

The Landcare model provides a sound basis for effective continuous learning. As reported 

in previous sections, Landcare builds knowledge and understanding that increase 

participant competency and strengthens capacity for adap tive management processes, as 

well as providing appropriate institutional structures for ongoing community 

representation. This ensures that information and understanding from adaptive 

management processes are communicated and retained within local communi ties and 

provide participants with a base so that they engage in planning processes as effective 

partners (Curtis and Lockwood, 2000).  

It is reported that Landcare leaders encourage open -mindedness and an awareness of 

the diverse reactions to changes throu ghout the courses of actions when implementing 
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new policies and practices. Catacutan et al., 2009 states that these policies and practices 

themselves must also be adaptive to emerging changes in the socioeconomic and 

environmental dynamics, constituting th e triple bottom line in environmental decision -

making. The author also states that nationwide rules are avoided and þexibility is 

encouraged for programmes that recognize that most Landcare actors are volunteers and 

cannot always meet tight deadlines.  

Moving away from development bureaucracies in favour of org anizations concentrated on 

process and capacity building, Landcare stimulates continuous learning as a guiding 

principle. Using champion individuals, Landcare demonstrates that capacity building is 

achieved through even modest resources in a natural proces s of assimilation and 

commitment building (Catacutan et al., 2009). Emphasis on livelihood improvement in 

Landcare projects is combined with continuous education and value transformation. This 

orientation on learning combined with the willingness to experi ment, potentially fail and 

draw lessons is the key to achieving Landcare goals (Catacutan et al., 2009).  

Another area that integrates continuous learning and new governance models (see 

section on Social Capital) is the role of Landcare in the growing empha sis on 

environmental citizenship and other notions of more self - regulating approaches to 

tackling environmental issues. MacGregor et al., 2005 suggests that environmental 

citizenship is an important part of the shift towards governance, rather than just be ing 

governed, in environmental policy and politics. In the past, governments have 

overwhelmingly used fiscal sticks and carrots or economic instruments as a mechanism 

for moving people towards more sustainable behaviour (MacGregor et al., 2005). Land 

stewa rdship and environmental ethics seem to be linked with the action of gathering and 

interpreting information regarding environmental health, as promoted by Landcare, and 

can lead to changes in social norms and awareness of their ecological footprint 

(Campbe ll, 1995). This shift towards more self regulating governance is a fundamental 

plank of environmental citizenship and Landcare.  

The literature reports on a change in the nature of environmental policy over the last 

thirty years from predominantly ñcommand and controlò and market based approaches to 

more focus on education, provision and information and voluntary approaches (Dietz and 

Stern, 2002). This fundamental shift in thinking is the basis of frameworks proposed by 

several authors regarding new governa nce, regulatory reform and understanding of 

environmental behaviour (Gunningham and Sinclair, 1998; Hawthorne and Alabaster, 

1999; P. C. Stern, 2000; Gunningham, 2002; Gunningham et al., 2004). These 

frameworks are all important in understanding and in ope rationally defining the broad 

church of environmental citizenship and the suitability of the Landcare model in 

contributing towards new governance structures in environmental management.  
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7.2 Social capital  

One of the key benefits of Lan dcare has been the precipitation and enhancement of social 

capital. Social capital describes the relationships in a community that enables participants 

to more effectively act together (Sobels et al., 2001). Beilin and Reichelt, 2010 state 

ñYes, there is a role for government to provide regulation, incentives and some 

investment; but the majority of the knowledge and effort and success is going to come 

from local groupséSocial capital is criticalò. 

Social capital has been an important element in the success  of Landcare. The dynamic 

nature of Landcare has fostered social cohesion within communities, which has, in turn, 

further enhanced the benefits of Landcare. This social capital has been generated 

through the dynamics of Landcare and has enhanced the Landca re Program (Curtis, 

2003). Community Landcare groups help build social capital by acting through social 

networks to establish trust and social bonding, and to generate land management norms 

and standards as well as reciprocal relationships (Beilin and Reic helt, 2010; Cary and 

Webb, 2000; Youl et al., 2006).  

A defining feature of Landcare is that its members feel part of a community that provides 

mutual support, encouragement and reinforcement (Toyne and Farley, 2000) in order to 

work towards a common goal ( Catacutan et al., 2009). This fabric has been instrumental 

in changing norms about good farming practices, sustainability and land conservation in 

rural areas (Campbell, 2009; Cary and Webb, 2001; Toyne and Farley, 2000).  

The social benefits from Landcare  are characterised succinctly by Brown, 1997 who 

states ñThe results of landcare programs are demonstrable: farmers now walk over each 

otherôs farms, once socially unthinkable. City councils team with rural towns, and learn 

from one another. Economists, be e-keepers and foresters each have a value for ghost 

gum (Eucalyptus papuana) flowers, a different value that each had not previously 

appreciated. Further to this, women farmers find that they have a voice in local 

agricultural meetings for the first timeò (Brown, 1997).  

Landcare has built or enhanced social capital that is drawn on in many ways in order to 

continually enhance the social fabric of rural communities. Landcare contributes to a 

communityôs social capital through building relationships, providing new and stronger 

governance, building resilience, enhancing the benefits of localism, increasing the 

recognition of women in rural communities and empowering individuals by building self 

identity and self recognition. Webb and Cary, 2005 even suggest tha t community 

Landcare members are distinct in terms of some socio -demographic and farm business 

characteristics when compared to non -members. The authors say that members 

generally have larger properties, more livestock and crop areas and participate in mor e 

training activities.  

A recent by Deakin University, commissioned by Parks Victoria looking at the relationship 

between human wellbeing and contact with natural or green space environments states 

that while the relationship between social capital and the biophysical environment is still 

being explored, it appears likely that human contact with nature through natural parks 

could have significant capacity for building social capital (Maller et al., 2008, 2002). By 

increasing time spent in natural or green sp aces, Landcare therefore builds social capital.  

The following passages provide a synthesis of evidence of the social capital benefits 

resulting from Landcare in some key areas defined by the literature.  
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Partnerships and networks  

Landcare has provided the i mpetus for groups to self organise into higher level structures 

or networks. These networks became even more effective at achieving outcomes, dealing 

with bureaucracy, increased ability to adapt to change and to discuss more complex 

ideas (Sobels et al., 2 001; Youl et al., 2006). Typically networks exhibit a more 

professional management approach, have a stronger power base and are more 

autonomous than most groups. Networks can enhance outcome achievements including: 

efficiencies in coordination within and b etween groups, enhanced communication 

structures, increased resources for Landcare, increased on -ground work, adoption of a 

regional perspective, increase ability to tackle problems at a district scale and 

recruitment of skilled community leaders (Sobels a nd Curtis, 2001a). Curtis and Sample, 

2010 reported that two - thirds of Victorian Landcare members agreed that Landcare 

networks helped their group in four main ways; access to information (87 per cent 

agreed); a forum for discussing landcare issues (78 per  cent agreed); assistance so that 

local groups can work together (73 per cent agreed); and help to access funds (66 per 

cent agreed).  

Landcare groups and Indigenous communities have many common interests centred on 

through their shared goals for conservati on. The Landcare program has been able to 

provide opportunities for Indigenous and non - Indigenous groups to engage with one 

another, build relationships, and contribute to improved knowledge, understanding and 

participation in NRM (Landcare Victoria and De partment of Sustainability and 

Environment, 2008; McTernan and Scully, 2010). Through participation in Landcare 

groups and these partnerships, Indigenous people are also able to learn new skills in 

environmental management, as well as make contact with dec ision -making NRM agencies 

(McTernan and Scully, 2010).  

Landcare has developed new partnerships, strengthened existing friendships and 

partnerships, and has assisted in breaking down barriers within the community (Curtis, 

2003; Curtis et al., 1999; Landcar e Victoria and Department of Sustainability and 

Environment, 2008a; Lockie, 1998). A study by Curtis, 2003 and Curtis et al., 2008 of 

three Landcare groups revealed that building relationships had established:  

¶ Increased levels of trust increasing efficienc ies of transaction costs , reducing 

conflict in resolving difficult issues and facilitating communication and learning 

leading to adoption of more sustainable farming practices  

¶ Developing new norms of behaviour including trailing new practices, better fina ncial 

management, better project management including monitoring and reporting and 

better demonstration of outcomes  

¶ Better reciprocal relationships between landholders, agency staff and leaders 

expecting support regarding access to money, materials, labour  or information  

The emergence of Landcare networks, involving the organisation of groups, was a 

development that was largely unforseen and is seen as one of the most substantial 

achievements of Landcare. Surveys and industry contacts suggest that up to 75  per cent 

of all groups in some states were involved in these networks (Sobels and Curtis, 2001a). 

Landcare networks have facilitated the emergence of more professional, strategic 

Landcare planning and action (Curtis, 2003). The development of networks has  provided 

new skills in governance, financial management, relationship building and negotiation. 

These skills have been carried into other areas outside of Landcare.  
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The linking together of Landcare groups has been a way of increasing their capacity to 

com pete for resources and enhance their impact on agencies and funding bodies (Curtis, 

1999; Lockie, 1998). Networks are important to local organisations and have been shown 

to enhance the impact of groups by improving inter -group communication and attracting  

resources. Networks have also effectively gathered community views on key issues, 

provided a forum discussion of important topics, and improved the flow of information 

groups and the wider community (Curtis, 1999; Curtis et al., 1999; Lockie, 1998).  

A new  political voice  

A positive but unexpected outcome from the formation of Landcare groups has been the 

creation of a new political force in the rural Australia. Many landholders have been able 

to harness their new Landcare organisation to tackle many issues , such as declining 

services in regional Australia. Some Landcare groups became powerful voices within a 

framework that sat quite outside the traditional farm organisations and were capable of 

acting independently from them (Toyne and Farley, 2000). These groups have the 

potential to play a critical role in changing the way that services and funding are 

delivered to the bush. Many Landcare groups are learning the political benefits of 

effective local and regional organisation, in pursuit of mutually benefic ial goals (Toyne 

and Farley, 2000).  

Governance and self regulation  

One of the recognised strengths of Landcare is its diversity, in its members, its 

geography, its governance and issues. Diversity arises due to localised community -driven 

voices and becaus e of the inclusiveness of Landcare, which aims to involve the whole 

community. Landcare has shown to effectively engage with the young and old, farmers 

and urban dwellers, brown and green. For these reasons, in addition to the wealth of 

knowledge and skill s held by its volunteers, Landcare is seen as respectable and credible 

amongst the community and throughout government (Landcare Victoria and Department 

of Sustainability and Environment, 2008a). Diversity ensures synergy of the collective 

wisdom, drawing on the expertise and knowledge of each other. This uniting of diverse 

and complementary interests assists in the long - term success of the programme 

(Catacutan et al., 2009). Diversity also provides resilience and this is discussed further in 

the section on  resilience in this report.  

National community based efforts are effective for Landcare by providing technical 

support, organizing ýeld work teams and contributing in other broad ways to support 

locally driven actions. These organised entities at the natio nal level are important 

because without them the efforts of Landcare participants would not be easily observed 

by state and federal governments (Catacutan et al., 2009).  

Colliver, 2011 puts forward that there is a dynamic, on -going, self -organised process of 

learning -by -doing at work in community -based governance finds expression in 

governance practice that cultivate relationships of mutual responsibilityò (Colliver, 2011). 

In a report reviewing Landcare it is concluded that ñThe outcomes from this large 

Australian supported experiment in community NRM development has created a much 

better and more sophisticated community - industry -government dynamic in rural 

Australia that is maturing to the point where it can address the major challenges in NRMò 

(Griffin NR M and URS Australia Pty Ltd, 2001).  

Given the structures developed and the driving forces such as the motivation of social 

cohesion and peer support, it is believed that it is likely that a landcare movement of 
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some type, even without government support is  likely to persist (Coree Consulting Pty 

Ltd, 2003).  

Localism and empowerment  

Many members are attracted to Landcare because it embraces local community -based 

planning and action, groups are quite independent in determining their priorities and 

activities and there has been strong support for government through funding of 

coordinators, cost -sharing for on -ground work and the development of regional 

catchment management processes (Curtis, 2003). Landcare also creates networks for 

social support which helps t o share the stress of land management issues and rural 

decline (Campbell, 1995a). Local level discussion and experimentation has been shown to 

be critical to the development and adoption of sustainable farming practices. Curtis, 2003 

reports that research in Victoria confirms the importance of landholder confidence in 

recommended practices as a critical factor affecting adoption of sustainable farming 

practices (Curtis, 2003).  

Community landcare groups have had the freedom to deýne their desired outcomes and 

are actively involved in generating actions for implementation. With this comes 

responsibility, accountability and the necessary budget that must be held accountable at 

the community level. It is reported that without ownership, the enthusiasm and 

commitment of local communities may quickly dissipate. Under a Landcare model, 

governments provide direct or indirect support without necessarily taking the lead. This 

trust in comm unity ability at the government level brings out stronger community 

empowerment (Catacutan et al., 2009).  

Local heroes and leaders have been uncovered through Landcare (Edmonson, 2010). 

This has created a positive legacy from Landcare.  

Increasing the recog nition of women in rural communities  

Landcare is far more inclusive of women than any other farm -based organisation (Lockie, 

1998). It has assisted in raising the profile of the role of women in agricultural family 

business (Hogan and Cumming, 1997). Women  comprise approximately 30 per cent of all 

Landcare participants and have taken on roles of leadership that has been a positive 

experience for most women (Curtis, 2003).  

Personal growth  

Landcare has also had many benefits at the personal level. The contri bution of these 

people to groups and networks has contributed to the success of Landcare. Many people 

in Landcare have learnt a lot about their own properties, about the land in their district 

and about issues they may have rarely considered in the past (C ampbell, 1992). 

Campbell also states that group leaders in particular have gained much from seeing other 

people get involved, from influencing others through their interaction in the group and 

occasionally from group projects (Campbell, 1992). Similarly Go och, 2004 states that 

volunteers develop action confidence over time through the development of self -

confidence acquired through learning and networking, and the ability and willingness to 

remain active within the group (Gooch, 2004).  

Another important asp ect of personal growth is the concept of identity within volunteer 

groups. Identify helps to build social communities, ecological identity, and a sense of 

place, all of which are elements of resilient, sustainable communities (see section on 

resilience ben efits in this report).  
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Landcare group members have remarked on Landcareôs ability to promote cooperative 

discussions and activities surrounding land management practices and problems within 

the community, thus restoring the ñsense of communityò that seems to be getting lost in 

many rural communities (Lockie, 1998). Gooch found that a sense of place was a strong 

motivator for many of volunteers, reflecting the need for people to feel connected to their 

communities. Involvement in Landcare volunteering could provide a counter to 

contemporary society where many people are increasingly disconnected from places and 

from nature (Gooch, 2004).  

Filling the void  

Landcare has also built social capital that has filled a void that has been left through the 

retraction of  social networks due to rural decline and government services such as 

agricultural extension services (Webb and Cary, 2005). The social capital built by 

Landcare is a resource that has will continue to be drawn on to contribute to achieving 

natural resourc e management outcomes but also other social objectives (Curtis, 2003).  

Increasing awareness, skills and knowledge  

Although this area is more fully investigated in the section on Education, Awareness and 

Practice Change in this report, it is important to r ecognise that these attributes are also a 

part of social capital. It is widely recognised by numerous authors that Landcare has 

contributed to social capital through increasing awareness, developing and extending 

skills and knowledge and developing network s to promote the acceptance of sustainable 

farming practices (Campbell, 1995b; Cary and Webb, 2001; Curtis and Cooke, 2006; 

Curtis and De Lacy, 1996; Curtis, 1995; Curtis et al., 1993; Department of Agriculture, 

2003; Edmonson, 2010; Griffin NRM and URS Au stralia Pty Ltd, 2001; Lockie, 1998; 

Quealy, 1998; Sobels et al., 2001; Toyne and Farley, 2000). While Landcare helps to 

build social capital amongst communities, the real value is the long term influence on 

behaviour that helps to reinforce more environme ntal behaviour (Cary and Webb, 2001, 

2000).  
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7.3 Economic  

The Landcare program has made a long - term, positive impact on the environmental 

condition, as well as the economic profitability of farming (Curtis, 2003; Sobels et al., 

2001).  

Landcare Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008a, 2008b, 

2008c, 2008d found that every dollar that is invested in Landcare groups leverages 2 -5 

times that amount through contributions towards labour, equipment, voluntary expertise, 

and often additional donations from landholders and businesses.  

Landcare has provided economic benefits to communities, as identified in the literature, 

primarily through increased access to financial resources, and training to improve 

farming and managem ent techniques.  

Access to resources  

Landcare networks have become important local organisations through their ability to 

establish partnerships that help to reduce financial risk (Curtis and Lockwood, 2000).  

The increased communication and partnerships th at emerge from participation in 

Landcare networks, results in a greater awareness and appreciation for the different 

values placed on environmental assets by economists, the community and landholders 

(Brown, 1997). This mutual understanding helps to active ly include private businesses in 

farming, creating more economically sustainable land management systems and 

improved market share, profits and economic resilience (Catacutan et al., 2009). 

Investing in Landcare groups is also economically beneficial to co rporations through the 

subsequent association with conservation ethics, which often helps to improve relations 

with the community (Catacutan et al., 2009).  

Additionally, Landcare networks have enhanced the ability of community groups to 

access funds from G overnment and other organisations (Curtis et al., 1999; Sobels and 

Curtis, 2001b; Compton et al., 2007). The Department of Agriculture Review of the 

National Landcare Program, 2003 discovered that Landcare groups were able to draw 

down additional funding f rom non -government parties at a rate of at least $2.60 for 

every $1.00 spent by the government on Landcare projects.  

Landcare groups also help reconnect Indigenous people with country (Love, 2012). 

Altman and Whitehead (2003) and Garnett et al. (2009) foun d that when Indigenous 

people are connected with country, they are better able to participate in the market 

sector by utilising natural resources, and generate income for themselves. Support 

generated by the Landcare program is therefore able to facilitate  sustainable economic 

development in Indigenous communities while improving disadvantages. This has 

inherent socio -cultural benefits for Indigenous people and, in addition, promotes spiritual 

well -being and physical health (Altman and Whitehead, 2003).  

Tra ining and management techniques  

Landcare groups make it possible for farmer to take greater financial risks with how they 

manage their farms, but this allows them to receive improved outcomes in the long run, 

financially and environmentally (Campbell, 1992 ). Mues et al. (1998) found that greater 

involvement in training associated with Landcare participation resulted in larger farm 

debts initially, and greater physical changes in farm characteristics and higher farm cash 
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incomes over a longer period of time.  Without conservation activities and implementation 

of more up to date sustainable farming techniques, significant costs can be associated 

with land degradation in future generations through the loss of production, reduced 

biodiversity and loss of environm ental resilience (Figure 1.) (Hamilton, 1995; Mullen, 

2001).  

Figure 1. Net income per hectare with and without conservation (Hamilton, 

1995)  

 

A case study conducted by Nicholson and Knight, 2003 in the Woady Yoloak Catchment 

found an increase in gross inc ome from $275/ha in 1990 to approximately $335/ha in 

2001. The participants attributed this increase in part to an increase in commodity prices 

and property size, but also to improved productivity of the enterprise (Nicholson and 

Knight, 2003). The increas e in productivity was accredited to an increase in average 

fertilizer used, increased expenditure on pasture fencing, an increase in the amount of 

perennial pastures on the average property and the use of better management practices 

and technologies, which  could all be supported through participation with Landcare 

groups.  
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7.4 Health and wellbeing  

There are several pathways in which contact with the natural environment, as one would 

experience when involved with landcare activities, can  improve the health and wellbeing 

of individuals and communities as shown below.  

Health and wellbeing outcomes from involvement in landcare activities  

 

Involvement with natural resource management or landcare activities can have positive 

human health and  wellbeing impacts through the improvement of environmental quality 

or ecosystem services such as cleaner water, cleaner air quality, improved aesthetics of 

the environment, better quality food production and enhancement of environmental 

services such as p ollination and nutrient cycling. It could also be argued that landcare 

activities that reduce carbon outputs or increase carbon capture or sequestration such as 

vegetation enhancement activities have potential global human health benefit.  

Other pathways i n which improved human health and wellbeing benefits can be derived 

from landcare activities include improved social networks and participation leading to 

increased connectivity and sense of belonging and through increased time on 

country/land leading to a  number of human physiological and mental health benefits. 

Within this pathway there are a range of specific benefits that have been studied for 

indigenous peoples. This rest of this section provides a brief overview of some of the 

evidence for the existen ce of these cause -effect pathways. Due to the scope of this 

review, evidence will not be provided for the relationships shown as dashed lines in the 

above model.  

Health benefits of contact with a natural environment  

Developed in 1980ôs, the hypothesis of ñbiophilliaò describes the concept of values of 

nature whose expression is linked to aspects of physical, emotional, and intellectual 

growth and development. The hypothesis is based on the idea that people possess ñan 

inherent inclination to affiliate with  natural process and diversity, and this affinity 
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continues today to be instrumental in human physical and mental developmentò (Kellert 

and Derr, 1998).  

There have been several seminal reviews of evidence relating to the human health 

benefits of contact w ith natural environments or green spaces undertaken in the last ten 

years (Maller et al., 2008, 2002; Townsend and Weerasuriya, 2010). A review was 

undertaken by Deakin University in 2002 (and updated in 2008) for Parks Victoria to 

underpin a Healthy Parks , Healthy People community message being promoted. The 

2002 review synthesized over 200 items of relevant evidence with the 2008 review 

summarizing some important conclusions:  

¶ Human contact with green nature, such as parks, can reduce crime, foster 

psychol ogical wellbeing, enhance productivity, reduce stress, boost immunity and 

promote healing  

¶ There are even health benefits from viewing nature in terms of recovering from 

stress, improving concentration and productivity, and improving psychological 

state. St udies suggest that this is particularly relevant to people in confined 

circumstances such as prisons and hospitals  

¶ Plants and nearby vegetation can have profound effects on individuals, small 

groups, or even entire neighbourhoods. Some health benefits of i nteracting with 

plants include facilitation of healing in the elderly and mentally disadvantaged, 

improving mental capacity and productivity of office workers, improving job and life 

satisfaction of residents, attracting consumers and tourists to shopping districts, 

and aiding community cohesion and identity.  

The Deakin University reviews conclude that the initial evidence for the positive effects of 

nature on blood pressure, cholesterol, outlook on life and stress reduction provides 

justification for its incorporation into strategies for the Australian National Health Priority 

Areas of mental health and cardiovascular disease (Maller et al., 2008).  

In an effort to maintain global momentum for better understanding the links between 

nature and human health a  website has been recently established. The Healthy Parks 

Healthy People (HPHP) Central website evolved out of the International Healthy Parks 

Healthy People Congress 2010 ( http://www.hphpcentral.com/about ).  

Also recently, beyondblue, the national depression initiative, commissioned Deakin 

University to undertake a review of literature pertaining to the benefits of contact with 

nature for mental health and well -being. The beyondblue review distinguishes healt h 

benefits being derived from three different levels of contact with nature: viewing nature, 

being in the presence of nearby nature and active participation in nature including 

farming.  

The beyondblue review draws on evidence to confirm that physical activ ity in natural 

settings greatly improves self -esteem and positive emotions and behaviour and that 

natural settings promote social exchanges and interactions resulting in positive emotional 

states and behaviours (Townsend and Weerasuriya, 2010). The review looks at the 

evidence relating to several areas including the relationships between parks and green 

spaces as setting for therapeutic nature contact, gardens as having therapeutic benefits, 

ecotherapy, adventure and wilderness therapy, the health benefits of green exercise, 

care farming and school ground greening the health benefits of contact with animals. In 

one study in Toronto, Canada participants reported that the presence of neighbourhood 

http://www.hphpcentral.com/about
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green space provided self - reported physical and mental health b enefits to those living 

close to nature or green spaces (De Vries et al., 2003).  

Health benefits of social networks  

Landcare is based on the interaction of the social aspects of a community and the natural 

resources that are inherent in the local areas wi th the understanding that community 

action is required to meet the significant environmental challenges. Through this thinking 

both the physical environment and the sense of community of participants are improved 

(Pretty et al., 2007).  

Social epidemiologis ts have demonstrated how community connections, networks, 

belonging, social cohesion, and social capital play a pivotal role in the health, well -being 

and mental health outcomes of populations (Pretty et al., 2007). Increased social 

interaction and partici pation by an individual within a community enforces a sense of 

belonging and social connectedness and this has been well linked to positive physical and 

psychological wellbeing (Cannon, 2008). It is also believed that a sense of community 

provides a buffer  against physical and psychological symptoms of illness, and facilitates 

adjustment (Pretty et al., 2007).  

Cattell (2001) states that individuals with many informal networks are less likely to suffer 

ill health, as these networks provide support, clarify p ersonal identity, enhance self -

esteem and enable citizens to feel in control of their lives.  

Social capital is characteristic of ñhealthy, thriving communities and is strengthened 

through voluntary activities and organisationsò (Gooch, 2003). In a study by Koss and 

Kingsley (2010) of volunteers participating in marine program Sea Search, volunteers 

responded that their involvement in voluntary activities made them feel good emotionally 

and mentally, with active learning, such as remembering names of marine biota, 

stimulating brain activity and memory and that volunteer monitoring efforts generated 

personal satisfaction through their contributions, feelings of enjoyment, and socialising 

with others.  

Baum et al (1999) conducted a study in South Australia, tha t concluded that volunteers 

were more likely to have more informal social contacts, and to be involved in a range of 

social activities, than individuals who did not get involved in volunteering. The social 

fabric of a place Baum concluded, can be reinforce d through the development of social 

ties created through voluntary work. This observation is supported by Koss and Kingsley 

who state that the notion of volunteer connection to the natural environment and positive 

mental and emotional health are important for any citizen science monitoring program 

(Koss and Kingsley, 2010).  

It has been suggested that in order to increase senior citizens level of health and 

wellbeing, and reduce the social isolation often experienced that local health centres and 

general pr actitioners should encourage senior citizens to become involved in conservation 

groups to (Koss and Kingsley, 2010).  

The notion of sense of place is also important in creating social cohesion in involvement 

with landcare activities. Sense of place is not j ust experienced by people becoming 

attached to their biophysical surroundings, but can also be seen as extending to 

emotional attachments to social communities, built through familiarity and spending time 

in one place. It is believed that spending time in one place and maintaining social 

contacts can help to build social capital comprising trust, reciprocity, norms, values and 

networks (Putnam, 1993).  
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Indigenous health benefits of connection with country  

There is a strong belief reflected in Indigenous cul tures that if an individual does not 

maintain spiritual, physical, social and mental health they cannot be truly connected with 

the natural world (Townsend and Weerasuriya, 2010). Further to this is Burgess states 

that many Aboriginal people derive their s elf - identity from the land (Burgess et al., 2005) 

and that traditional lands offer an outlet to reduce stress from daily pressures, being 

described somewhat like a utopian sanctuary (Kingsley et al., 2009).  

In a paper by Burgess et al (2008) it is quoted t hat "Our identity as human beings 

remains tied to our land, to our cultural practices, our systems of authority and social 

control, our intellectual traditions, our concepts of spirituality, and to our systems of 

resource ownership and exchange. Destroy th is relationship and you damage ï 

sometimes irrevocably ï individual human beings and their health". A paper by Kingsley 

et al. (2009) makes reference to a poignant quote from a Yorta Yorta traditional 

custodian ñpeople who donôt have this strong identity to land are less than what they can 

be, leading them to drugs, alcohol,  or domestic violence because they canôt ýnd it within 

themselvesò (Kingsley et al., 2009). 

There is a growing recognition that Indigenous community -based involvement in natural 

resource management can bring significant economic and socio -cultural benefits  (Altman 

and Whitehead, 2003). The inherent socio -cultural benefits for Aboriginal people of 

engagement in natural resource management activities on country include positive 

outcome such as living on country, remote from access to alcohol and other potenti al 

negative influences and a more positively living a lifestyle that promotes spiritual and 

physical well -being (Altman and Whitehead, 2003). Other reviews of evidence have 

concluded that engagement of Aboriginal people with land management can enable 

peop le to feel that their actions are consistent with their own sense of the right and 

proper way for them to behave towards land, family and community (Davies et al., 

2011). Similarly Johnson (2007) remarks on Indigenous people who have described the 

relief a nd rejuvenation of returning to country even if for brief visits, burn country, to 

hunt and gather food, educate young people and maintain cultural and spiritual 

obligations (Johnston et al., 2007).  

For many Aboriginal peoples natural resource management i s caring for country as it 

ñembodies deep spiritual obligations and patterns of behaviour proscribed by enduring 

metaphysical associations with geographyò(Burgess et al., 2005). The Indigenous notion 

of caring for country is defined as Indigenous participa tion in interrelated activities with 

the objective of promoting ecological and human health (Burgess et al., 2008). In a later 

paper Burgess also adds that caring for country is a ñcommunity driven movement 

towards long - term social, cultural, physical, and  sustainable economic development in 

rural and remote locations, simultaneously contributing to the conservation of globally 

valued environmental and cultural assetsò (Burgess et al., 2009). 

In a report by Burgess and Johnston of the preliminary findings o f a Healthy Country: 

Healthy People project, the health benefits of participants in Natural and Cultural 

Resource Management (NCRM) or Caring for Country versus non -participants was 

examined. The cross sectional survey found that:  

¶ Indigenous NCRM is seen a s an important determinant of landscape and human 

health;  

¶ Higher levels of participation in Indigenous NCRM may be associated with 

significantly better health outcomes;  
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Preliminary results from the study indicated that higher levels of NCRM participation  were 

associated with better outcomes across a broad array of risk factors linked to diabetes 

and cardiovascular risk. The study showed that participants in NCRM self - report a more 

nutritious diet and greater levels of physical activity (Burgess and Johnst on, 2007).  

Physical and mental health benefits  

In a study conducted with a remote Australian Arnhem land community Burgess found a 

significant and substantial association between greater participation in caring for country 

activities and lower body mass index was demonstrated (Burgess et al., 2008). The study 

found with adjustment for socio -demographic factors and health behaviours, an inter -

quartile range rise in those individuals involved with caring for country with scores that 

were associated with 6.1  kg for non -pregnant women and 5.3 kg less body weight for 

men.  

The study found that participation in caring for country activities was significantly 

associated with less frequent consumption of takeaway and more frequent consumption 

of bush food and great er physical activity, all of these being health behaviours that 

contribute to less obesity. Burgess concludes stating that the study provides empirical 

epidemiological support for long -standing Indigenous demands for institutional 

investment in managing th eir country and that such investment may have substantial 

health and cultural benefits for Australia's most disadvantaged and dispossessed peoples 

(Burgess et al., 2008).  

In a cross -sectional study reported by Garnett and Sithole (2007) increasing self -

reported participation in Indigenous Natural and Cultural Resource Management (ICNRM) 

was found to be associated with a range of health benefits over broad range of risk 

factors and disease endpoints. It was found that increasing participation in ICNRM was 

associated with a more nutritious diet and greater levels of physical activity with risk 

factors for developing diabetes and cardiovascular disease showing significant inverse 

associations with ICNRM participation, including the body mass index (BMI). The s tudy 

also revealed that the population prevalence of Non - Insulin Dependent Diabetes Mellitus 

(NIDDM) which is associated with increased cardiovascular risk, kidney failure, blindness, 

ulcers and limb amputations, showed a significant inverse association wi th increasing 

ICNRM participation. The project findings concluded that the health outcomes associated 

with ICNRM can in fact help prevent or delay significant causes of premature disease and 

death, delivering significant economic savings in health care exp enditure. In alter paper 

(Garnett et al., 2009) state that ICNRM ñdraws on a substantial reservoir of community 

strengths from which improved primary and secondary prevention outcomes could be 

obtained.ò 

Similar studies such as those by McDermott et al (20 08) have reported Indigenous 

people living on their traditional land, rather than in urban areas, having lower rates of 

diabetes, cardiovascular disease, mortality and morbidly rates (McDermott et al., 

2008).Ganesharajah (2009) goes on to say that Indigeno us people engaged in valued 

services, such as ICNRM, can use their service delivery as a type of bargaining tool or a 

form of leverage and that this can at least go some way towards reducing Indigenous 

peoplesô vulnerability to power inequalities and also to increasing autonomy which is an 

important determinant of health.  

A study reported by Weir (2009) in the Murray Region in south -eastern Australia, it was 

reported that Aboriginal people have attributed aspects of their own poor physical or 

mental health  to the poor health of the Murray River. The study suggests that due to 

environmental degradation of the river, together with legal restrictions on access, 
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Aboriginal people were unable to pass on traditional knowledge or undertake traditional 

activities t hat were closely connected with the river system and that this change in 

activity had negative impacts on Indigenous peopleôs self-assessed physical and mental 

health (Weir et al., 2011).  
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7.5 Resilience  

Resilient social -ecological systems are defined as having the ability to create networks 

that facilitate learning in order to solve problems in times of change without significant 

losses in crucial functions, such as productivity, enviro nmental, or economic losses (Folke 

et al. 2002). Although there are many definitions of resilience, what is common to most 

of them is the notion of overcoming adversity (Buikstra et al., 2010). Through the 

multiple benefits of Landcare Networks, participat ing communities have been successful 

in building the resilience and adaptive capacity of their social -ecological systems.  

Landcare promotes the formation of networks that allow communities to support each 

other, increasing social cohesion through incorpora ting social, economic, environmental 

and cultural considerations into Landcare activities (Colliver, 2011; Landcare Victoria and 

Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008a; Love, 2012). This has been 

accomplished through Landcare groupôs ability to involve a range of landholders and 

community members in order to deliver market -based instruments, integrate actions 

with NRM priorities, and engage with corporate companies in environmental project work 

(Beilin and Reichelt, 2010; Curtis et al., 1999). As a result of this enhanced adaptive 

capacity, Landcare has evolved to be able to address system -wide issues such as 

ñclimate change, sustainable farming, biodiversity loss and urban growthò and ultimately 

create stronger, healthier communities that are b etter prepared to cope with change 

(Landcare Victoria and Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008).  

A participatory study based in Stanthorpe, Queensland, found that environmental factors 

such as connection to the land and a strong sense of comm unity influences the overall 

resilience of the individual, which subsequently contributes to the resilience of the 

community and the entire socio -ecological system (Hegney et al., 2008).  

The study identified eleven major concepts that enhance resilience, w hich were:  

¶ Social networks and support  

¶ Positive outlook  

¶ Learning  

¶ Early experience  

¶ Environment and lifestyle  

¶ Infrastructure and support services  

¶ Sense of purpose  

¶ Diverse and innovative economy  

¶ Embracing differences  

¶ Beliefs and leadership,  

In another study o f rural community resilience conducted in Stanthorpe in southern 

Queensland, 72 participants from six different sectors (i.e. service providers, commercial, 

farming etc) were interviewed to identify and explore what makes up community and 
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individual resili ence found that all study groups identified the presence of social networks 

and support was seen as a critical resilience factor and a key element of community 

resilience and an ideal resilient community (Buikstra et al., 2010)  

Many participants from the i nterviews also emphasized the role of the natural 

environment and climate in shaping Stanthorpeôs resilience. The features of the natural 

environment were associated with feelings of well -being for some participants. It was 

reported that learning to cope w ith climatic events, such as drought, frost, and hail had 

built resilience among Stanthorpeôs farmers. Many participants responded that the appeal 

of the regionôs natural environment and informal rural lifestyle was critical in 

Stanthorpeôs resilience and would be found in an ideal resilient community. The natural 

environment was also associated with community pride and a sense of belonging 

(Buikstra et al., 2010).  

Landcare programs currently support these central concepts needed to maintain resilient 

soci o-ecological systems with the help of community -based NRM networks (Hegney et 

al., 2008).  

The 2008 Victorian Landcare Forum reported that participation in and the philosophy of 

Landcare can lead to innovation and the adoption of new technologies in order t o 

increase production and enhance the sustainability of our actions (Landcare Victoria and 

Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2008). Increasing the skills base of 

Landcare farmers can therefore be attributed to adaptability and resilience of the  socio -

ecological system. This demonstrates that community based Landcare is a successful 

NRM platform through its ability to help rural communities engage with their socio -

ecological system and enhance community -wide learning, and therefore resilience (Be ilin 

and Reichelt, 2010). By enhancing socio -ecological resilience, Landcare has also been 

able to support adaptive management when stakeholder engagement is not sufficient 

(Curtis et al., 2000). With the inherent limitations of stakeholders, Landcare is a ble to 

support adaptive management and socio -ecological resilience when external support is 

insufficient (Curtis et al., 2000).  
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Appendix C Interview questionnaire  

Interview template ï Multiple Benefits of Landcare  

Date:  

Participant name:  

Participant organisation:  

Participant role:  

Introduction  

About the proj ect:  

GHD has been commissioned by the Australian Landcare Council (ALC) and the 

Department of Agriculture to undertake a study on the multiple benefits from natural 

resource management (NRM) and Landcare projects and activities.  

In addition to their docume nted production and environmental benefits, these projects 

and activities contribute to the health and resilience of our communities in ways that are 

currently not recognised, that is they deliver multiple benefits. The multiple benefits can 

include:  

¶ Econo mic  

¶ Education  

¶ Health  

¶ Resilience  

¶ Social Capital  

Project requirements:  

Specific questions that the study should answer are:  

What are the multiple outcomes and benefits (social, economic, cultural, health, 

education and community) that result from NRM and La ndcare activities?  

How do these outcomes and benefits contribute to building community resilience and 

capacity to handle major challenges such as natural disasters (e.g. 

fire/flood/drought/cyclone/storm surge), food security, climate change, water 

manageme nt, declining regional populations?  

How can multiple benefits and outcomes be monitored in the future to demonstrate 

returns on NRM/Landcare investment?  

How should the multiple benefits and outcomes be communicated to agencies and 

organisations outside the  NRM sector?  
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About the interview:  

The semi -structured interviews will seek to gain a detailed understanding of the social, 

economic, cultural, health, education and community outcomes and benefits and how 

these contribute to building community resilience a nd capacity to handle major 

challenges as identified in the literature review.  

Interview participants (identified with the assistance of the Council) will cover the 

following sectors:  

¶ Agencies  

¶ Regional NRM groups  

¶ Landcare networks and associations  

¶ Educatio nal institutions  

¶ Non -government organisations  

¶ Regional environmental and farming groups  

¶ Local government and community groups  

¶ Commercial organisations  

¶ International Landcare projects  

¶ Prominent individuals with long term knowledge of NRM and Landcare prog ram 

development  

The phone interview questions will be segmented into the various categories of multiple 

benefits.  

Purpose of interview:  

¶ Verification of the literature review findings ï categories of multiple benefits  

¶ Establishment of classification (crite ria), indicators and verifiers of multiple benefits  
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Hierarchy Structure of Multiple Benefits:  

 

Questions:  

Requirements:  

¶ Detail the relationship between Landcare programs/activities and various sectors  

¶ Determine multiple benefits of Landcare programs/acti vities  

¶ Detail how each of the multiple benefits contributes to building community 

resilience and capacity to handle major challenges  

¶ Uncover measurements of each classification of multiple benefits. These must be 

measurable óby numbersô, easily replicated, and complement existing NRM 

performance indices  

Section 1: Background  

Determine:  

¶ Involvement in/with Landcare  

¶ Alignment with program objectives  

¶ Strength of relationship with Landcare groups  
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Section  Question  Response  

1.1  What is your involvement with 

Landcare 7? (Participant, co -

coordinator, research, partner, or 

sponsor)?  

If óyesô to partner, how? 

Any comments?  

ἦParticipant ἦCo-ordinator  

ἦResearcher ἦPartner  

ἦSponsor ἦOther  

1.2  What Landcare groups, projects 

or activities are you involved in?  

ð 

1.3  How do Landcare groups, projects 

or activities align with your 

organisations objectives?  

ð 

1.4  How would you defi ne the 

strength of your relationship with 

Landcare groups?  

Any comments?  

ἦStrong ἦGood ἦPoor  

ἦNon -existent  

Section 2: Multiple Benefits  

Determine:  

¶ Examples of multiple benefits  

¶ How each of the multiple benefits contributes to building community resili ence and 

capacity to handle major challenges?  

¶ How multiple benefits can be measured?  

Note to interviewer: Explain and define multiple benefits (excluding environmental)  

Section  Question  Response  

2.1  Please provide examples of 

multiple benefits. ( categor ise 

where possible )  

¶ Economic  

¶ Education  

¶ Health  

¶ Resilience  

¶ Social Capital  

ð 

2.2  How do these build capacity to 

handle major challenges (such as 

natural disasters)?  

ð 

                                           

7 Landcare refers to all Ųcareó organisations involved in natural resource management 
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Section  Question  Response  

2.3  How can these be measured?  

(This question seeks to identify 

indicators ï Refer to exa mples of 

indicators)  

ð 

*Refer to definitions of multiple benefits  

Section 3: Monitoring and Verifying Multiple Benefits and Outcomes  

Determine:  

¶ Methods of monitoring and evaluation which demonstrate ROI in NRM ï can these 

be applied to Landcare?  

¶ Adapt / assess existing NRM monitoring which could be used for Landcare/NRM 

Multiple Benefits  

Section  Question  Response  

3.1  Can you provide examples of 

methods used to monitor the 

indicators provided in section 2.3?  

ð 

3.2  Are any of the following methods 

used by  your organisation to 

monitor activities associated with 

Landcare?  

¶ Economic indicators  

¶ Education indicators  

¶ Health indicators  

¶ Resilience indicators  

¶ Social Capital indicators  

Any comments?  

ð 

3.3  Can any of the following methods 

of monitoring and evaluatio n be 

applied to Landcare activities?  

¶ Economic indicators  

¶ Education indicators  

¶ Health indicators  

¶ Resilience indicators  

¶ Social Capital indicators  

Any comments?  

ð 

*Refer to examples of indicators  

Examples of indicators (e.g. NRM performance indices)  
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Section  4: Communicating Multiple Benefits and Outcomes to agencies and organisations outside 
the NRM sector  

Determine:  

¶ Best methods of communication to agencies and organisations?  

¶ What communication mechanisms have worked in the past to secure funding?  

Section  Question  Response  

4.1  What communication methods 

best demonstrate NRM 

program/activity benefits to/from 

outside agencies and 

organisations?  

ð 

4.2  What mechanisms of 

communication have you 

used/been presented in the past 

which have been successful in 

demo nstrating program/activity 

benefits to secure funding?  

ð 

Examples of communication methods include:  

¶ guidelines, protocols and policies  

¶ research papers  

¶ collaborative approaches  

¶ articles for magazines or scientific and professional journals  

¶ newsletters  

¶ webs ites  

¶ fact sheets, flyers, brochures, posters  

¶ photographic material  

¶ multimedia productions  
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Appendix D Consultation list  

Sector  Organisation  Contact Name  

Agency  Cradle Coast NRM, Tasmania  Spencer Gibbs  

Agency  DPI NSW  William Hawkins  

Agency  DAF WA  Natali e More  

Agency  Victorian Catchment Management 

Council  

Tracey Koper  

Educational Institution  Johnstone Centre, CSU Albury  Prof. Allan Curtis  

Educational Institution  SARDI and Eyre Peninsula Landcare  Linden Masters  

Educational Institution  UNE Dr Julian Pri or  

Educational Institution  UQ Landcare Community Resilience  Helen Ross  

Farming Groups  National Farmers Federation  Debb Kerr  

Local government or 

community group  

Mitchell and District Landcare  Jenny Hockey  

Local government or 

community group  

Southern New  England Landcare  Sonia Williams  

Local government or 

community group  

Tasmanian Landcare  Margie Jenkin  

Non -government 

organisation  

Australian Conservation Foundation  Confidential  

Non -government 

organisation  

Greening Australia  Chris Andrew  

Non -government  

organisation  

National Landcare Facilitator  Brett De Hayr  

Regional environmental 

group  

Coastcare Victoria / DSE Victoria  Amanda Cornish  

Prominent individual  Charles Darwin University  Prof. Andrew 

Campbell  

Prominent individual  2010 RIRDC Australian Rural  Woman of 

the Year  

Sue Middleton  

Prominent individual  Remarkable NRM Consulting  John Galvin  

Prominent individual  Holbrook Landcare Network  Chris Cumming  
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Appendix E Case study framework  

Case Study template ï Multiple Benefits of Landcare  

Date:  

Participan t name(s):  

Participant organisation(s):  

Participant role:  

Introduction  

About the project:  

GHD has been commissioned by the Australian Landcare Council (ALC) and the 

Department of Agriculture to undertake a study on the multiple benefits from natural 

resour ce management (NRM) and Landcare projects and activities.  

In addition to their documented production and environmental benefits, these projects 

and activities contribute to the health and resilience of our communities in ways that are 

currently not recogni sed, that is they deliver multiple benefits. The multiple benefits can 

include:  

¶ Social ï attitudes, wellbeing, sense of purpose, flow -on events and maintenance of 

values  

¶ Economic ï flow -on effects  

¶ Cultural ï maintenance of cultural values or assets, ongoin g cultural activities  

¶ Health ï mental and physical health benefits  

¶ Education ï sustainability and environmental values, engagement of children  

¶ Community ï recreation, safety  

Project requirements:  

Specific questions that the study should answer are:  

What ar e the multiple outcomes and benefits (social, economic, cultural, health, 

education and community) that result from NRM and Landcare activities?  

How do these outcomes and benefits contribute to building community resilience and 

capacity to handle major cha llenges such as natural disasters (e.g. 

fire/flood/drought/cyclone/storm surge), food security, climate change, water 

management, declining regional populations?  

How can multiple benefits and outcomes be monitored in the future to demonstrate 

returns on NR M/Landcare investment?  
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How should the multiple benefits and outcomes be communicated to agencies and 

organisations outside the NRM sector?  

Case study methodology:  

Case studies will be undertaken using a consistent format, listing the procedures for how 

dat a is collected at the desktop level and how data is verified at site visits.  

The initial step in undertaking the case studies will be the compilation of a desktop 

review of each activity/project/program. This will involve the review of activity outcomes 

in response to the aims and objectives identified. The desktop review will also require the 

examination of any relevant data and literature which will assist in developing an initial 

case study summary.  

Case study site visits will then be undertaken to veri fy the interview and desktop review 

findings. GHD will complete site verification through field work for five case studies. An 

exception is the instance where the site is remote and Department of Agriculture/ACL 

agrees the site is of high importance which can be detailed without a site visit (e.g. an 

International Landcare or remote Northern Australia project).  

Data collection and site visit:  

A data collection sheet will be developed prior to any site visits. The information that will 

be collected on site w ill include:  

¶ Detailed verification of interview findings  

¶ Verification of the completion of program activities  

¶ Site inspection to verify validity of multiple benefits and outcomes  

¶ Links to other contacts who may be able to comment on the multiple benefits  

¶ Relevant photographs for use in publications  

Purpose of case study:  

A series of measureable indicators have been developed and will be tested through case 

studies, which will form the basis of communication material which can be tailored to 

relevant agencie s and other key audiences.  

¶ Verification of the literature review findings ï categories of multiple benefits  

¶ Demonstration of classification (criteria), indicators and verifiers of multiple benefits  

Hierarchy Structure of Multiple Benefits:  
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Desktop review :  

Overview of project/activity, partners and general information (review available 

information)  

Outline of the multiple outcomes and benefits (social, economic, cultural, health, 

education and community) that result from NRM and Landcare activities  

Outline  how outcomes and benefits contribute to building community resilience and 

capacity to handle major challenges such as natural disasters (e.g. 

fire/flood/drought/cyclone/storm surge), food security, climate change, water 

management, declining regional popu lations etc.  

Outline how multiple benefits and outcomes can be monitored in the future to 

demonstrate returns on NRM/Landcare investment (e.g. Social Return on Investment)  

Outline how multiple benefits and outcomes should be communicated to agencies and 

organisations outside the NRM sector (methods of communication and presentation ï e.g. 

newsletters, research papers, reports, journal articles, photographic material, 

multimedia, and websites)  

Site visit:  

Detailed verification of interview findings:  

¶ Verify the multiple benefits and outcomes  

¶ Verify how benefits and outcomes contribute to building community resilience and 

capacity  

¶ Verify how benefits and outcomes can be monitored in the future to demonstrate 

returns on investment  
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¶ Verify how multiple benefits and outcomes can be communicated to agencies and 

organisations outside the NRM sector  

Verification of the completion of program activities:  

¶ View documentation and/or physical evidence of the program/activity  

¶ Verify activities through discussions with appro priate individuals from organisations 

involved in delivery (Program coordinator, partners)  

Verification of the validity of multiple benefits and outcomes:  

¶ Physically sight project outcomes or documentation (where possible)  

¶ Verify activities through discuss ions with appropriate individuals from organisations 

who can verify the multiple benefits (i.e. local council/community organisations)  

Discussion with other relevant individuals/organisations that may be able to comment on the 
multiple benefits of projects /activities:  

¶ Discussions with appropriate individuals from organisations who participated or 

benefited from the program/activity  

Relevant photographs and materials for use in publications:  

¶ Where possible sight and photograph physical evidence of program/ac tivity  

¶ Where necessary, gain permission to use photographs of any cultural/indigenous 

sites.  

¶ Obtain materials and seek permission where necessary to publish materials.  
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Appendix F Role and membership of the ALC  

The Australian Landcare Council (the council ) is the Australian Governmentôs key 

advisory body on Landcare. The council is established under the Commonwealth Natural 

Resources Management (Financial Assistance) Act 1992  that identifies the function of the 

council (Part 13.(2) a) b)) as:  

1.  to make recom mendations to the Minister for Agriculture and the Minister for the 

Environment on:  

a.  matters concerning natural resources management; and  

b.  priorities and strategies for natural resources management; and  

2.  to investigate and report to the Australian Government  on matters concerning 

natural resources management referred to it by either of the Ministers.  

In addition to providing advice to the Australian Government to meet the challenges of 

food security, climate variability, and environmental degradation, the cou ncil also 

supports communication between the Landcare community (which includes farmers, 

volunteer groups and Indigenous and other land managers) and the government.  

The council also supports the implementation and promotion of the principles in the 

Austra lian Framework for Landcare  and the Community Call for Action  and is responsible 

for overseeing the five -year (mid - term) review of these two documents on behalf of the 

Landcare community.  

Membership of the Australian Landcare Council (as at 1 January 
2013 )  

The Hon. Kim Chance , from Western Australia, is the chair of the council. Mr Chance is 

the Proprietor of Gulf Australia Trading and a past member of the Western Australian 

Legislative Council and former state minister in several portfolios including Agri culture 

and Food; Fisheries; Mid ïWest, Wheatbelt, and the Great Southern Development 

Commissions. Mr Chance brings a wealth of agricultural experience and has a passion for 

Landcare.  

Ms Kate Andrews , from the Northern Territory, is the Chair of the Norther n Territory 

Natural Resource Management Board. Ms Andrews has worked in a wide variety of 

capacities in natural resource management for nearly two decades, was previously 

Knowledge and Adoption Manager for Land & Water Australia and has assisted 

communitie s within the Lake Eyre Basin to design a multi ïstate natural resource 

management organisation.  

Mr Ron Archer , from Dimbulah in Queensland, is a Djungan Elder whose traditional 

name is Jun - ju - lud (small bird). Mr Archer is the coordinator of the Northern Gu lf 

Indigenous Savannah Group, the Chairman of Ngudda -bul -gan Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation, the Indigenous representative on the Northern Australia Beef Industry 

Working Group, a member of the North Australia Indigenous Land and Sea Management 

Alliance and  a Senior Lecturer in Cultural Awareness Relationship and Partnership 

Development. Mr Archer believes óconnection to countryô is everyoneôs business and 

ócaring for countryô is the duty of the chosen. 
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Professor Snow Barlow , from Victoria, is Convener of th e Primary Industries 

Adaptation Research Network at Melbourne University where his research focuses on the 

impacts of climate change and adaptation of agricultural industries. Professor Barlow 

represents the council on the Non -Government Organisation Round table on Climate 

Change and is a member of the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Joe 

Ludwigôs Land Sector Working Group. Professor Barlow is also Chair of the Victorian 

Endowment for Science Knowledge and Innovation and a Director of the Au stralian Rural 

Leadership Foundation.  

Dr Pamela Brook , from Bangalow, runs a macadamia farm at St Helena, near Byron 

Bay, New South Wales, and is co ïfounder of an award ïwinning, value ïadding business 

based on the farmôs produce. Dr Brook is also a former director of the Northern Rivers 

Regional Development Board and is the current Chair of Northern Rivers Food.  

Ms Alexandra Gartmann , from Bendigo in Victoria, is Chief Executive Officer of the 

Foundation for Rural and Regional Renewal. She is Chair of the CS IRO Sustainable 

Agriculture Flagships Advisory Council and former Chief Executive Officer of the Birchip 

Cropping Group (2001 ï2011). Ms Gartmann was awarded the 2005 Equity Trustees Not 

for Profit CEO of the Year for Significant Innovation award. She is a member of the 

Victorian Women in Primary Industries Advisory Panel, Victorian Flood Disaster Appeal 

Panel, Crawford Fund for international agricultural research and Board Member of Rural 

Finance Corporation, as well as sitting on a number of state and regi onal committees.  

Dr Judy Henderson AO , from Repton, is a member of the National Wildlife Corridors 

Plan Advisory Group. Dr Henderson is also a former board member of the NSW 

Environment Protection Authority and former chair of the Amsterdam ïbased Global 

Reporting Initiative, which is setting global standards for sustainability reporting. In 1998 

Dr Henderson was appointed an Officer of General Division of the Order of Australia.  

Dr Rosemary Hill , from Cairns in Queensland, is a Senior Research Scientist for  CSIRO 

Ecosystem Sciences and currently leads several research projects for CSIRO. She has 

extensive experience in the theory and practice of natural resource management, with a 

focus on biodiversity and Indigenous country ïbased planning systems. Dr Hill i s Vice -

President of the Australian Conservation Foundation, a Board Member of Ecotrust 

Australia and a Member of the World Commission on Protected Areas and the IUCN 

Commission on Environment, Economic and Social Policy.  

Mrs Jackie Jarvis , of Western Austr alia, is the State Manager of MADEC Harvest Labour 

Services, a not - for -profit business that sources harvest labour for the agricultural 

industry. She is also a director of vineyard and wine production business Jarvis Estate, a 

former director of the Founda tion for Australian Agricultural Woman and former board 

member of the National Rural Womanôs Coalition. An active member of her local 

community, Mrs Jarvis was a WA finalist in the 2010 RIRDC Rural Womenôs Award. 

Ms Kate Jones , from Brisbane, is a former Q ueensland Government Minister for Climate 

Change, Sustainability, Environment and Natural Resources. Ms Jones is currently 

completing a Master of Environmental Law and is a member of a number of community 

groups, including the Ashgrove Climate Change Actio n Group.  

Mr Jock Laurie , from Walcha, is a fourth ïgeneration grazier, President of the National 

Farmersô Federation and a former president of the NSW Farmers Federation. 

Ms Banduk Marika , from Nhulunbuy, Northern Territory is a renowned artist and has 

held  positions on the boards of the National Gallery of Australia and the Museums and Art 
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Galleries of the Northern Territory. Ms Marikaôs work with community groups in Yirrkala, 

Arnhem Land has resulted in a strong environmental ethic in her community and the  

development of a form of Landcare which maintains traditional land management whilst 

embracing contemporary environmental techniques.  

Mr John McQuilten , from Betley, served as the Member for Ballarat on the Victorian 

Legislative Council from 1999 until 20 06. During his term, Mr McQuilten also served on 

the Rural and Regional Development Committee, the Premierôs Bill Committee and as 

Chair of the Arts Committee. Mr McQuilten is a member of the University of Ballarat 

Council and a former member of the Victor ian Regional Channel Authority, and of the 

Murray River National Parks Review Committee.  

Mr Dennis Mutton , from South Australia, is the former Chair of the South Australian 

Natural Resource Management Council and former Chief Executive Officer for the Sout h 

Australian Departments of Primary Industries & Resources, Environment and Natural 

Resources and Woods and Forests. Mr Mutton also held positions as Deputy President 

and Commissioner of the Murray Darling Basin Commission and Director of the Australian 

Rural Leadership Foundation. Mr Mutton is currently an independent consultant in natural 

resource management, leadership development and strategic management of research 

and development and Chair of South Australiaôs Native Vegetation Council. 

Ms Vicki ïJo Ru ssell AM , from Adelaide, is a member of several regional, state and 

national Natural Resource Management boards and Ministerial advisory committees. Ms 

Russell has a strong history in community engagement and extensive experience in 

conservation and biodiv ersity management. Ms Russell is involved in national and state 

biodiversity planning and program development and received a Member of the Order of 

Australia in 2003 for her contribution to community ïbased conservation in South 

Australia.  

Ms Sharon Starick , from Cambrai, South Australia, operates a commercial farm 

business, and is the former Chair of the South Australia Natural Resources Committee for 

the South Australia Farmers Federation and the Natural Resources Management Council. 

She is the presiding m ember of the South Australian Murray Darling Basin Natural 

Resources Management Board, the convenor for the National NRM Regions Working 

Group and was recently appointed as a Director for the Grains Research and 

Development Corporation. Ms Starick has a st rong background in sustainable agricultural 

production and previously was a director of Land and Water Australia.  

Mr Andrew Stewart , from Deans Marsh, Victoria is a coordinator of the Otway 

Agroforestry Network, an organisation he co ïfounded in 1993. Mr St ewart also sits on 

the Australian Master TreeGrower Programôs steering committee and manages the 

grazing property of Yan Yan Gurt West in southern Victoria.  

Ms Lynne Strong , from Jamberoo on the New South Wales South Coast, became an 

honorary council membe r after winning the 2012 Bob Hawke Landcare Award. Ms Strong 

and her family milk over 500 cows at Clover Hill Dairies, which won the 2010 National 

Landcare Woolworths Primary Producer Award. Lynneôs focus beyond the farm gate is 

reconnecting consumers with  farming communities and communicating that Australian 

farmers are committed to working towards sustainable farming practices. Lynne is also 

the founder of and national program director for Art4Agriculture, a network of young 

people who engage with and emp ower young people to tell agricultureôs story. 

Mr James Walch  farms at Stewarton, Epping Forest situated in the Northern Midlands of 

Tasmania. He runs a diverse farming operation which includes wool, potatoes, poppies 
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and irrigated lucerne. Mr Walch has be en involved in Landcare activities for the last two 

decades including riparian restoration, shelter belt and corridor plantings. He has been 

actively involved in whole farm planning and the development of property management 

plans. He is an advocate of sus tainable and profitable farming systems. Mr Walch is a 

past president of the Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) and currently 

sits on their environment policy council and is chair of the climate change standing 

committee.  

Ms Keelen Mailman  is the manager of Mount Tabor Station, near Augathella in 

Queensland, is a member of South West Natural Resource Management organisation. 

She is a Native Title applicant, a member of the Bidjara Traditional Owners Group and 

Director, South West Projects for  training for Bidjara Traditional Owners. Ms Mailman was 

a finalist in the 2007 Queensland Australian of the Year and was recognised in 2005 by 

the Queensland Museum South Bank as the first Aboriginal women to manage a cattle 

property in Australia. She par ticipated in the Australian Rural Leadership Program in 

2009 and is involved in local community organisations such as Aboriginal health, schools, 

bush heritage agencies and volunteer work teaching and mentoring children.  

Ms Ella Maesepp , from Katanning in Western Australia, is the District Landcare Officer 

with the Katanning Land Conservation District Committee, having previously worked in 

Landcare roles in the Upper Blackwood, Dinniup, Western Australia. She was the winner 

of the Enviro nment Category of the 2004 Western Australia Youth Awards and a founding 

member of the Western Australia Scout Environment Awareness Program. Ms Maesepp 

lives on her familyôs broadacre farming property. 
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