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that of the 57 successful projects only 26 projects received 100 percent of the funding 

requested.
131

 

3.115 The committee was also concerned that there appeared to be only a limited 

amount of funding directed to existing Landcare and Coastcare groups. For example, 

the committee notes that under Caring for our Country open grants, of the 138 

successful projects only 47 were Landcare projects. The committee also notes that 

while a number of NSW and Victorian Landcare groups were successful in receiving 

funding under the Sustainable Practices Project Funding, groups in other states 

received little or no funding.
132

 

3.116 In July 2009 the government announced an additional $26 million in funding 

for Landcare projects across Australia as part of a "major investment in land 

management and sustainable agriculture".
133

 The committee notes that once again, 

while Landcare groups in some states were successful in obtaining funding, minimal 

or no funding was allocated to Landcare groups in some states. 

Committee comment 

3.117 While the committee notes the government's intentions to address the 

identified weaknesses of previous programs, the evidence provided to this inquiry 

paints quite a different picture. The committee notes that the government's intention 

was to enact change by a process of transition and evolution. The committee also 

notes the departments' efforts to seek feedback on the delivery of the program and 

their commitment to address these concerns in the development of future Business 

Plans. 

3.118 The committee also notes that the nature of the concerns raised during this 

inquiry mirror those raised with the department in stakeholder workshops and those 

raised in recent surveys.
134

 As Mr Berwick observed for the committee: 

… consistently right across Australia there are a lot of people very unhappy 

with the delivery of the Caring for our Country program—not just those 

you wish to speak to today.
135

 

                                              

131  Caring for our Country business plan 2009-10 Investments Frequently Asked Questions, 

Questions 13,  http://www.nrm.gov.au/business-plan/funded/09/faq-business-plan.html 

accessed 11 December 2009 

132  Under Sustainable Practices Funding projects are to be funded from 1 July 2008 to 30 June 

2010. 

133  Media Release DAFF09/294B, The Hon.Tony Burke, MP, Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Forestry, 13 July 2009. 

134  National Landcare Network, Community Response to Caring for our Country Survey, Tabled 

Document 13 November 2009, Centre for Environmental Economics and Policy, University of 

Western Australia, Implementation of 'Caring for our Country' Impacts at the Regional 

Level,11 November 2009, Tabled Document 13 November 2009. 

135  Committee Hansard, 13 November 2009, p. 3. 
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3.119 The next chapter sets out the committee's conclusions and recommendations. 



  

 

Chapter Four 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

4.1 Caring for our Country has been described as an initiative which will achieve 

an environment that is healthy, well-managed and resilient. In launching the program, 

the government's intention was to build on the legacy of three decades of investment 

in natural resource management while addressing weaknesses identified in previous 

programs. In the committee's opinion, in its current form Caring for our Country falls 

well short of achieving this. 

Transitional arrangements 

4.2 The committee notes that 2008-09 was a transitional year for Caring for our 

Country and that the initial funding arrangements under the program were intended to 

create certainty for regional NRM bodies in particular while the longer term 

arrangements for the program were developed.  The committee also notes that the 

speed with which the departments needed to act in order to develop the initial 

Business Plan and process the transitional funding round did not auger well for 

consultation with stakeholders or the provision of key information. The committee 

notes the statements by the departments that they have embarked on a process of 

continual improvement in relation to the development of future Business Plans and 

that they are seeking to gather appropriate feedback to assist with that process. 

4.3  However, the Committee remains concerned that although the Caring for our 

Country Program commenced on 1 July 2008 there was a significant delay in the 

release of two key documents: the Business Plan and the monitoring and evaluation 

framework. The Business Plan for 2009-10 was not released until 28 November 2008. 

As the reference document upon which organisations would be basing their 

submissions for funding, it disappointing that this document was not made available 

earlier in the process. Similarly, the Australian Government Natural Resource 

Management Monitoring, Evaluation, Reporting and Improvement Framework 

(MERI) – again an important resource document for those interested in obtaining 

funding for the development of natural resource management activities – did not 

become available until late April 2009. 

4.4 The committee also notes that the transition to Caring for our Country has 

been an extremely disruptive and anxious time for a lot of people involved in NRM. 

The committee has heard from people who are struggling to maintain physical and 

human resources while they attempt to secure ongoing financial resources. For many, 

seeing hard won gains in community involvement and project outcomes put at risk 

during this period of uncertainty has been a source of great stress. In this context the 

committee notes the observations of one witness that the lessons from the transition 

between NHT1 and NHT2 do not appear to have been heeded in the transition to 

Caring for our Country. Mrs Brennan, representing the South Gippsland Landcare 

Network, told the committee: 
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In my honest opinion, given that there was to be such a major change, we 

probably should have done all this sort of work and then announced the 

change. We have announced the change in May that we are now going to 

Caring for our Country, but the business plan is not out. The information 

we received about what we could apply for was there but it was not the best 

quality. … Realistically now we should be a hell of a lot better at this.
1
 

A national strategy 

4.5 The committee notes that the establishment of a set of national NRM targets 

through the Caring for our Country Business Plan process is an attempt to respond to 

calls for greater guidance from the Commonwealth in the strategic management of 

natural resources. 

4.6 However, the committee is concerned that the national priorities and targets 

identified in the Business Plan appear to have been developed in relative isolation and 

are the product of only limited consultation with a selective range of stakeholders who 

were, for the most part, Commonwealth Government agencies. The committee notes 

that the haste with which the program was introduced, together with the decision to 

employ a competitive funding mechanism, appears to have had some bearing on this. 

4.7 The consequences of this closed shop approach to the establishment of 

priorities and targets are significant and far reaching. The committee received 

evidence that the national priorities and targets do not translate readily to the local or 

regional level and have thereby excluded funding for initiatives to address important 

issues. The committee received numerous examples of the difficulties experienced by 

NRM groups in seeking to align the national priorities with regional and local 

priorities and in translating them into appropriate on-the-ground targets at the local 

level. 

4.8 The committee received evidence that the lack of synchronicity between the 

Caring for our Country Business Plan, state NRM plans and regional plans has the 

potential to effectively undermine efforts to date to achieve an integrated landscape 

management approach. This also precludes strategic efforts by regional organisations 

to ensure a joined-up and synergistic approach to tackling overlapping problems or 

projects. 

4.9 The committee is also concerned that there is an ongoing problem with the 

reliance of national planning and prioritisation on the nomination and identification of 

key threatening processes and threatened ecological communities by state and territory 

agencies through processes under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999. This becomes increasingly problematic with the apparent 

move away from Commonwealth-state bilateral investment agreements and 

collaboration in regional NRM planning processes. The committee is concerned that 

                                              

1  Mrs Belinda Brennan, South Gippsland Landcare Network, Committee Hansard, 17 October 

2009, p. 113. 
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there now appears to be no driver for states and territories to devote resources to these 

listing processes or to continue to embrace national data collection and sharing 

protocols. 

4.10 The committee is strongly of the view that changes need to be made to the 

Business Planning process to foster an integrated and longer-term approach to land 

management. The targeting and prioritisation process needs to be informed by 

research, analysis and expertise at all levels – national, state, regional and local – to 

ensure that key threats to sustainable land management and biodiversity conservation 

identified at the local and regional level are capable of being addressed by Caring for 

our Country. The committee considers that the current annual Business Plan model is 

not compatible with a rigorous and collaborative approach. 

Recommendation 1 

4.11 The committee recommends that a more rigorous and comprehensive 

approach is taken to the identification of national priorities for inclusion in the 

Caring for our Country Business Plan. This process must include engaging 

regional and local expertise to ensure that targets established in the Business 

Plan are relevant at the regional and local  level. 

4.12 The committee notes that the extent to which formal collaboration between 

states and the commonwealth will continue to be a feature of NRM is unclear under 

Caring for our Country. Witnesses have emphasised the important role that state 

governments play in NRM and that coordination between all levels of government is 

critical to the success of NRM initiatives. The committee notes that there is 

considerable support for the states to continue to formulate state level NRM plans and 

for this strategic thought and planning to be formally encouraged and recognised in 

the formulation of national NRM priorities. 

Recommendation 2 

4.13 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government 

continue to pursue bilateral agreements with state and territory governments to 

ensure greater investment in natural resource management and the continuation 

of natural resource management reform. 

Competitive funding model, community engagement and capacity building 

4.14 The committee is strongly of the view that Caring for our Country needs to be 

refocused to provide better support for a coordinated approach to long-term strategic 

regional planning, based on collaboration and co-contribution by key stakeholders. 

4.15 The committee is concerned that the Caring for our Country business model 

has alienated and disenfranchised people whose participation in NRM is crucial to its 

success. It is very clear that the extent of land use change needed at the landscape 

scale to address the combined challenges of landscape degradation, weed and pest 

management, biodiversity conservation, and sustainable water use in a changing 
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climate will continue to require a significant level of voluntary action and private 

investment by land managers and regional communities. 

4.16 The committee is concerned that the focus on short-term competitive funding 

grants, together with a reduction in support to regional NRM planning and 

coordination is critically undermining social and institutional capital in regional areas. 

As mentioned above, the committee is concerned by the substantial loss of 

experienced staff and volunteers, and of capacity and expertise from NRM as a result 

of the new program approach at a time when it is sorely needed. 

4.17 The committee notes that under previous programs responsibility for this 

work fell largely to regional NRM bodies and that by and large, regional NRM 

organisations have the expertise, local engagement and regional understanding to 

perform this role. The committee notes evidence that the performance of regional 

NRM bodies in this regard was not always consistent. The committee heard evidence 

which suggested that, with the shift in funding arrangements under Caring for our 

Country, the need for the roles and responsibilities of regional bodies to be more 

clearly defined is greater than ever to ensure the important work of community 

engagement and capacity building is continued. 

4.18 The committee also notes evidence from regional NRM bodies that the 

quantum of base line funding received under Caring for our Country to date has 

impacted heavily on staffing and resources and has compromised their ability to 

continue field and outreach work. 

4.19 The committee considers that, while there may be benefits to be gained 

through the use of a range of means of delivery and management of natural resource 

projects, there is still a clear role for role of regional NRM bodies under Caring for 

our Country. Regional NRM bodies are well placed to foster working partnerships, 

facilitate engagement and build capacity at the regional and local level. However, this 

role needs to be more clearly defined and regional bodies need to be supported 

strategically and financially to undertake this work consistently.  

Recommendation 3 

4.20 The committee recommends that the role of regional NRM organisations 

under Caring for our Country be more clearly defined and that a review be 

undertaken to assess the adequacy of support provided to regional NRM 

organisations in this regard. This review must consider the appropriate level of 

institutional support and base line funding necessary for regional NRM 

organisations to successfully undertake this role.  

4.21 The committee is also concerned that, despite Caring for our Country's aim of 

encouraging collaboration at the regional and local level, evidence received suggests 

that the competitive process has actively discouraged such cooperation in many 

instances. The committee heard reports of groups who, while collaborating on certain 

projects through regional NRM groups, were also submitting overlapping and 

competing project proposals in an effort to improve their chances of success. The 

committee also heard concerns that stakeholders may have been holding back 

information from certain joint efforts to enhance the chances of competing projects. 
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4.22 The committee notes that under previous programs NRM groups, land 

managers and agencies successfully collaborated on longer term strategic projects. 

The committee is not convinced that the current competitive model provides for this, 

despite its claims to provide incentives to support such collaboration. The committee 

notes that engagement with relevant stakeholders and partners will be taken into 

account when determining whether a proposal "demonstrates clear and measurable 

achievements against at least once of the Caring for our Country targets" in the 

Business Plan.
2
  The committee considers that any funding model should provide 

much clearer incentives for collaboration on long-term landscape scale strategic 

planning and action to ensure that individual projects are carefully considered and 

coordinated with a view to producing tangible landscape outcomes. The committee 

believes that proposals that have been developed and negotiated by a number of 

stakeholders to address common issues at the landscape level are more likely to be 

outcome focussed and capable of practical implementation. 

4.23 The committee is also concerned that under Caring for our Country, NRM 

groups appear to no longer have the flexibility to leverage Commonwealth funds 

through other sources of investment. The committee considers that initiatives to attract 

additional investment for NRM projects from private and overseas sources should be 

encouraged.  

Recommendation 4 

4.24 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government 

consider avenues for providing clearer requirements and incentives to 

stakeholders to collaborate with a range of project partners on long-term 

landscape scale strategic planning and action. 

Recommendation 5 

4.25 The committee recommends that the evaluation method for competitive 

bid applications be modified to give greater consideration to the likelihood of 

projects achieving defined and measurable environmental outcomes. 

Recommendation 6 

4.26 The committee recommends that the funding model for Caring for our 

Country be reviewed and consideration be given to increasing the level of overall 

funding.  

Application process 

4.27 The committee is concerned at evidence it received about the complexity and 

uncertainty of the application process. The committee is particularly concerned at the 

high transaction costs involved in the lodgement of applications, the lack of 

                                              

2  Department of the Environment, Heritage and the Arts and Department of Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Forestry, Caring for our Country: Business Plan 2009-2010, November 2008, p. 

38. 
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transparency and accountability in the evaluation of proposals, and the limited 

feedback available to unsuccessful applicants. 

4.28 The committee considers that the application process should be reviewed and 

that consideration is given to avenues for reducing the costs, in terms of time and 

resources, involved in lodging an application. The committee notes that a number of 

large-scale projects were approved on the basis of expressions of interest. The 

committee believes that this approach may offer a means of containing transaction 

costs across the full range of applications.  

Recommendation 7 

4.29 The committee recommends that the application process be reviewed and 

that avenues for reducing the costs involved in submitting applications be 

considered, including the lodgement of expressions of interest. 

Recommendation 8 

4.30 The committee recommends that a framework be established to provide 

consistent support and feedback to all applicants for funding under Caring for 

our Country. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

4.31 The committee understands that the monitoring and evaluation of NRM 

projects still remains a concern, despite claims that Caring for our Country was 

supposed to address issues raised in a number of ANAO reports. The committee notes 

concerns that monitoring and evaluation under Caring for our Country is very much 

focused on accountability and that the more complex aspects of evaluation are yet to 

be addressed. 

4.32 NRM projects need to be monitored and evaluated on three levels. On one 

level projects must meet financial accountability and governance targets. On another 

level, NRM projects must be able to be evaluated against defined and measurable 

environmental targets. Finally, data must be collected in a consistent and coordinated 

manner to enable the evaluation of the longer-term impact of investment in NRM 

projects. 

4.33 The committee is concerned that without an assessment process which ensures 

that selected projects have defined and measurable environmental targets, effective 

monitoring and evaluation of projects will be difficult. Similarly, without a consistent 

approach to the collection of rich data at the local level, longer term evaluation of the 

effectiveness NRM investment will be impossible.  

4.34 The committee notes that there have been some worthwhile initiatives 

implemented at the state level to monitor NRM projects and to collect a consistent set 

of data regarding resource conditions. The committee urges the Commonwealth 

Government to consider the extent to which it could build on such approaches in the 

development of a national monitoring and evaluation system.  
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4.35 The committee considers that an important first step towards achieving this 

would be the instigation of a process of audit of natural resource conditions. The 

committee considers that such an audit would provide a means of establishing 

benchmarks against which to monitor and evaluate investment in NRM. The 

committee believes that this audit process must be appropriately coordinated to ensure 

that it draws on the resources and expertise of all tiers of government as well as 

regional NRM bodies. The committee also considers that such an audit process would 

benefit from the direct input of the Australian National Audit Office and its state and 

territory counterparts in establishing a set of generic audit criteria. 

Recommendation 9 

4.36 The committee recommends that the NRM Ministerial Council convene a 

working group to develop a framework and generic criteria which would form 

the basis for an ongoing process of audit of the condition of Australia's natural 

resources. The development of the framework and criteria must involve close 

liaison with departments and agencies involved in natural resource management 

at the Commonwealth, state and territory and local level and Commonwealth, 

state and territory audit offices.    

4.37 The committee is conscious that at the time that it commenced its inquiry in 

June 2008, at the beginning of the transition to Caring for our Country, it was difficult 

for those involved in natural resource management to provide a considered assessment 

of the impact of the program and the extent to which it represents an improvement on 

previous programs. Even eighteen months later, it is still difficult for stakeholders to 

determine this. The early evidence presented to the committee was characterised by 

anxiety and concern. This position appears to have not changed. The committee is 

disappointed to observe that, rather than building on the lessons and achievements of 

the past, Caring for our Country has placed this legacy in grave danger. Where 

previous programs had successfully mobilised people and resources in all levels of 

government, private industry and local communities, Caring for our Country has 

effectively disenfranchised people engaged with NRM. The committee considers that 

key elements of the Caring for our Country business model must be reviewed and 

refocussed before the program could be said to deliver a comprehensive national 

approach to natural resource management. 

 

 

 

Senator Fiona Nash 

Chair
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Additional Comments by Government Senators 

1.1 Government Senators note the recommendations and make the following 

comments. 

1.2 The Rudd Government designed Caring for our Country in response to 

criticisms, namely from the Australian National Audit Office, that the funding 

programs under the previous Government did not clearly demonstrate real, measurable 

on-ground outcomes.  Therefore funding was targeted to tackle serious environmental 

challenges, such as those faced by the Great Barrier Reef. Were it not for this targeted 

approach, it would not have been possible to deliver the highly successful and widely 

welcomed $200 million Reef Rescue program, for example.  

1.3 Witnesses that appeared before the Committee have recognised that the 

targeted approach under Caring for our Country was a sound policy-response.  For 

example, Mike Berwick, [position] of the Queensland Collective of NRM Groups, 

said: 

“We support the need for national priorities and a targeted outcome. That 

was clearly a deficiency of the previous program and it is an 

improvement”
1
.   

The Minerals Council of Australia also supported the new approach under Caring for 

our Country:  

“The MCA strongly supports the Commonwealth being more proactively 

involved in developing and establishing long term strategic approaches to 

natural resource management, especially natural resource management that 

is integrated across the landscape.”
2
  

1.4 The introduction of certainty of funding for regional NRM bodies has also 

been praised as a significant positive change introduced by Caring for our Country, as 

Kate Andrews, Chair of the NT NRM Group, recognised:  

“I would like to acknowledge the positives in Caring for our Country. It is 

fantastic that we have guaranteed minimum funding for regional bodies, it 

is great that national priorities have been established and the government 

has been really good at giving us an opportunity to provide feedback on 

Caring for our Country. It is also good that there has been recognition of the 

range of players and their needs to assess funds.” 

1.5 The opening of up funding to any organisation that wishes to apply through 

the competitive process was also welcomed by industry:  

                                              

1  Mike Berwick, Transcript of hearing, 13 November 2009 

2  MCA, Submission 
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“With improved alignment between government and industry initiatives, 

there will be increased capacity to deliver on-the-ground outcomes…The 

acceptance under Caring for our Country that funding is available to any 

party that can demonstrate nationally significant outcomes is an important 

first step to developing better integrated approaches.”
3
   

1.6 A simpler grants system that combined programs such as Natural Heritage 

Trust or National Landcare Program has also been seen as a further improvement 

introduced by Caring for our Country:  

“ACF, WWF and HIS were especially pleased to see in the CFOC package 

announcement the integration of a number of previous programs; the clear 

identification of priority areas; and the increased focus on national led 

action and on outcomes”
4
.   

1.7 Various other significant improvements were also commended by witnesses 

and submissions, including the focus on indigenous engagement
5
 and designating 

northern and remote Australia a priority
6
. 

1.8 However, whenever there are significant changes to Government grants 

programs, it is always beneficial to review and improve in light of feedback from the 

community. Since the release of the 2009-10 Caring for our Country Business Plan, 

the Department and the Government have consulted extensively with the natural 

resource management community and other stakeholders such as primary industries to 

ascertain areas of Caring for our Country that can be improved or strengthened
7
. A 

number of witnesses during the hearings commended the consultation process and the 

support of the Departments involved.  

1.9 However, the commentary in this report is excessively and unduly critical of 

Caring for our Country, even to the point of being incorrect.  For example, it is 

incorrect to say that projects that address salinity are not eligible for funding under 

Caring for our Country. In fact, as Mr Ian Thompson explained during the hearings: 

“Salinity can be addressed under Caring for our Country insofar as it 

impacts on the national priorities, for example, salinity that might be 

affecting agriculture, wetlands or waterways or rivers or coastal spots.”
8
  

1.10 Another example is the statement the report
9
 that base level funding to 

regional NRM bodies “is a source of great uncertainty”.  Given Caring for our 

                                              

3  MCA Submission 

4  WWF Submission 

5  Kate Andrews, Transcript of Hearings, 13 November 2009; Submission of Nyoongar Nation 

(SW Western Australia) 

6  Kate Andrews, Transcript of Hearings, 13 November 2009 

7  Transcript, Mary Colreavy and Ian Thompson 

8  Transcript of Hearings, Ian Thompson, 13 November 2009 
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Country provided certainty of funding by providing guaranteed funds until 2013, this 

statement is incorrect and contradicts submissions referred to above.  

1.11 The recently released 2010-11 Business Plan has clearly attempted to respond 

to feedback received. The joint media release by Minister Peter Garrett and Minister 

Tony Burke states that the application process under the Business Plan had been 

improved to reduce transaction costs and greater flexibility regarding activities 

eligible for funding had been introduced as a result of feedback received from the 

natural resource management community.
10

  

1.12 In addition, the report ignores the new Community Action Grants – the $5 

million small grants program under Caring for our Country. These grants are available 

to community groups who missed out on contestable funding under the Business Plan 

to enable them to continue to take action to conserve and protect their natural 

environment. A further round is expected to open in July this year.
11

   

1.13 Labor Committee Members generally support the recommendations made in 

this report but we note that Recommendations 4, 5 and 7 have already been achieved.  

 

 

 

 

Senator Glenn Sterle    Senator Kerry O'Brien 

Senator for Western Australia   Senator for Tasmania 

 

                                                                                                                                             

9  At [1.18] 

10  7 January 2010, Joint media release 

11  Joint Minister Garrett and Burke media release, 7 January 2010 
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APPENDIX 1 
Submissions Received 

 
Submission 
Number  Submitter 
 
1 Mr Rob Ryan 
2 Southern Otway Landcare Network 
3 Ashbourne Landcare 
4 Arawata Landcare Group 
5 Woodend and Five Mile Creek Landcare Group 
6 Yarram Yarram Landcare Network 
7 Wonyip (Vic.) Landcare Group 
8 Tarwin Landcare Group 
9 Blackwood Basin Group Inc. 
10 Wellington Shire Council 
11 Mr Bernard Powell 
12 Tasmanian Farmers & Graziers Association 
13 South Gippsland Landcare Network 
14 Winemakers' Federation of Australia 
15 Northern Gulf Resource Management Group 
16 South Coast Natural Resource Management Inc. 
17 Ms Sarah Moles 
18 WWF Australia and Humane Society International 
19 South West Catchments Council Inc. 
20 Northern Agricultural Catchments Council 
21 ACT Natural Resource Management Council 
22 Bass Coast Landcare Network 
23 Peel-Harvey Catchment Council Inc. 
24 Victorian Catchment Management Authority Chairs Group 
25 Fitzroy Basin Association Inc. 
26 Molonglo Catchment Group Inc 
27 Ms Cheryl Hamence 
28 Mr Gary Blaschke OAM 
29 CONFIDENTIAL 
30 Planning Institute Australia 
31 Ms Cathy Trembath 
32 Ricegrowers' Association of Australia Inc. 
33 East Gippsland Landcare Network Inc. 
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34 Greening Australia 
35 The Western Australian Farmers Federation Inc. 
36 Western Australian Local Government Association 
37 Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts and Department of 

Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry  
38 Institute for Rural Futures 
39 Minerals Council of Australia 
40 The Local Government Association of Queensland 
41 Queensland Regional Natural Resource Management Groups Collective 
42 Professor David Pannell University of Western Australia 
43 Professor Jon Altman & Mr Seán Kerins 
44 National Farmers' Federation 
45 Murray Catchment Management Authority 
46 Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia 
47 Mr Iestyn Hosking 
48 Weed Society of South Australia 
49 Mr Donald Cameron 
50 CSIRO 
51 Ms Lynda Newman 
52 Foundation for Rabbit-free Australia Inc. 
53 Grains Research and Development Corporation 
54 Torres Strait Regional Authority 
55 Department of Environment, Parks, Heritage and the Arts Tasmania 
56 Kettering Coastcare/Landcare TAS 
57 South Australian Government 
58 Namoi Catchment Management Authority 
59 Tasmanian Landcare Association 
60 Perth Region NRM 
61 Southern Beaches Landcare/Coastcare Inc. 
62 Mt Roland Rivercare Catchment Inc. 
63 Mr Rod Garlett 
64 Nyoongar Nation 
65 Growcom 
66 Department of Primary Industries and Water, Tasmania 
67 Queensland Farmers' Federation 
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Additional Information Received 
 
TABLED DOCUMENTS 

• Tabled by Professor Jon Altman, Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research, 
ANU on 17 October 2008 in Canberra. 

o CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 286/2007, 'The significance of the Indigenous 
Estate: Natural Resource Management as Economic Development in Remote 
Australia’, JAC Altman, GJ Buchanan & L Larsen; 

o Bawinanga Aboriginal Corporation Annual Report 2003/04; 

o Bawinanga Aboriginal Corporation Annual report 2005/06; 

o Bawinanga Aboriginal Corporation Annual Report 2006/07. 

• Tabled by Professor David Brunckhorst on 17 October 2008 in Canberra.  Article from 
Australian Geographer, Vol. 37, No. 2, pp. 147-166, July 2006, 'A Geography of Place: 
principles and application for defining 'eco-civic' resource governance regions', David 
Brunckhorst and Ian Reeve, University of New England. 

• Tabled by Mr Danny O'Neill, Victorian Catchment Management Authority Chairs 
Group on 17 October 2008 in Canberra.  Conference Handbook – Natural Resources 
Management Knowledge Conference, Melbourne, Victoria, 14/16 April 2008; CD – 
Victoria CMA Chair's Group – Selected References. 

• Tabled by Ms Belinda Brennan, South Gippsland Landcare Network on 17 October 
2008 in Canberra.  South Gippsland Landcare Network Strategic Plan 2007-2009. 

• Tabled by Queensland Collective of NRM Groups on 13 November 2009 in Canberra. 

o National Landcare Network 'Community Response to Caring for our Country 
Survey'; 

o Implementation of 'Caring for our Country' Impacts at the Regional Level, Centre 
for Environmental Economics and Policy, University of Western Australia, 11 
November 2009, David Pannell and Fay Davidson; 

o 2009-10 Investment Proposal – Queensland Murray-Darling Committee Inc; 

o 2009-10 Investment Proposal – South West Natural Resources Management Ltd; 

o 2009-10 Investment Proposal – Desert Channels Queensland; 

o Northern Gulf Resource Management Group (NGRMG), 'Delivery of the 
Australian Government's National Resource Management Programs'; 

o National NRM Regions Working Group Discussion Paper on CFC, 17 August 
2009; 

o Information on Spatial Information Matters – State and Regional Issues; 

o Speaking Notes for Senate Hearing – Friday 13 November, Berwick and Gross. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Public Hearings and Witnesses 
 

10 OCTOBER 2008, PERTH, WA 
• GILES, Mr Kevin Mark, 

Noongar Nation 

• HALES, Mr Greg, Program Manager, 
Blackwood Basin Group 

• HAYWARD, Mr Kenneth John 

• HEINZMAN, Mr Colin, Chairman, 
Perth Region Natural Resource Management Inc 

• HILLS, Mr Damien Alan, General Manager, 
South West Catchments Council Inc 

• KELLY, Mr Glen, Chief Executive Officer, 
South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council 

• McMILLAN, Mr Andrew John, Director of Policy, 
WA Farmers Federation 

• PANNELL, Professor David James 

• PARK, Mr Dale, Land Management and Climate Change Portfolio Holder, 
WA Farmers Federation 

• SHEPPARD, Ms Jessica Teresa, Natural Resource Management Facilitator, 
Western Australian Local Government Association 

 

 

17 OCTOBER 2008, CANBERRA, ACT 
• ABEL, Dr Nicholas Orde, Group Leader, 

Sustainable Ecosystems, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation 

• ALTMAN, Professor Jon Charles, Director, 
Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research, Australian National 
University 

• BERWICK, Mr Michael, Chair, 
Queensland Regional Natural Resource Management Groups Collective 



Page 84  

 

• BRENNAN, Mrs Belinda Joan, Network Coordinator, 
South Gippsland Landcare Network  

• BRUNCKHORST, Professor David John, Director, 
Institute for Rural Futures, University of New England 

• BURNS, Mrs Joan, Chair, 
Victorian Catchment Management Authority Chairs Group 

• COLREAVY, Ms Mary Patricia, Acting First Assistant Secretary, 
Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts 

• DRYSDALE, Mr Andrew James, Chief Executive Officer, 
Queensland Regional Natural Resource Management Groups Collective 

• GOWLAND, Ms Kate, Acting Assistant Secretary, 
Land and Coasts Division, Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage 
and the Arts 

• KERINS, Dr Sean Patrick Research Fellow, 
Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research, Australian National 
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