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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the perceptions Chairmen and Coordinators 14 CCCs in Queensland, and
members of the Herbert River Catchment Coordinating Committee towards the Queensland
ICM program.  It is based on the results of a mail questionnaire which was completed by all
coordinators and 60% of chairs statewide and all but three members of the HRCCC.

The survey revealed many common attitudes but often a diversity between catchments and
between Coordinators and Chairs in a given catchment.  Key factors affecting this diversity
included:
• the age of the CCC which conditions its maturity and opportunity to undertake planning,

awareness raising and projects
• the environmental circumstance of the catchment - while many are costal rivers, there are

also a number of inland rivers which have quite different resources and resource
management issues

• the capabilities and effectiveness of the Coordinators and Chairs and the dynamics of the
CCC

Some of the significant results include:
• disturbing low level of satisfaction amongst the respondents (especially their Coordinators)
• low and expected awareness in the general public about resources management issues
• widely held view that local governments, both politically and at officer level have not been

involved effectively in the ICM process
• lack of support at the state political level
• ineffective involvement of some state agencies

On a positive note there was wide agreement about the supportive role of the media and of the
essential role that the CCCs, its Chairs and Coordinators play in gaining support from the
stakeholders.  Respondents also believed that the DPI (now DNR) and rural producer groups
were effectively involved in the process.

In terms of the general approach and institutional arrangements for ICM:
• diversity of views of members sometimes a significant problem with respect to the role of

the CCC, its coordinator and whether it should for example be involved in giving advice to
landholders, coordinate state government activities and have a regional development
function.

• A significant obstacle for ICM is the resistance of many of the community and those in
CCCs to state imposed programs which require community action without resources - a
perception of force.

 Significant findings from the HRCCC responses are:

The most important resource management issues were:
• rural drainage
• allocation of sugar caneland
• erosion
• urban flooding

The most important impacts of these resource management problems on the people of the
catchment were:
• loss of confidence in government to manage resources effectively
• drinking water quality
• higher production costs
• higher taxes
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These issues and impacts focus on government’s role in resource management.  The concern
suggests that among other concerns, the HRCCC should consider how its activities will enhance
present government performance.

HRCCC members perceived a strong level of support from the Queensland Department of
Primary Industries, the Sugar Infrastructure Improvement Package (SIIP) program, and rural
producers.  Relatively less support was provided by Local Government, State Government
Politicians, and the Department of Lands (now part of new Department of Natural Resources).
The public was perceived to have:
 (i) a low to moderate level of awareness about natural resource issues and associated impacts,
 (ii) low to moderate level of support to solve natural resource issues; and
(iii) supported the local CCC program at a very low to moderate level.

These trends have implications for the extent and nature of partnerships which the HRCCC has
developed.

Effective implementation of ICM in the Herbert River catchment is perceived to be aided
primarily by:
• the role of the Chairman, Coordinator, and members,
• the representativeness of the membership of the wider catchment community, and
• the view that technical solutions can solve resource management problems in the catchment.

This finding has implications for the professional development and training of coordinators,
chairs and members.

Effective implementation of ICM in the Herbert River Catchment is perceived to be hindered
primarily by:
• poor understanding of problems
• lack of clear and immediate economic benefits
• high cost of solutions
• long timeframe to see benefits
• lack of trust in government sponsored programs
• public’s lack of interest in community based activities
• lack of financial resources within the community
• large size of the Herbert River Catchment
• ICM lacks clear goals and objectives.

This finding has implications for:
• the feasibility of implementing community based initiatives like ICM,
• the need to raise the present level of community support for ICM,
• the need for cost sharing arrangements among governments, private industries, and
• individuals, and
• the need for visible commitment by state and local leaders to ICM.
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PART 1 INTRODUCTION

This report describes the perception of Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) coordinators
and chairs in Queensland, and the members of the Herbert River Catchment Coordinating
Committee, to the following items:
(i) catchment issues,
(ii) resource management issues,
(iii) the level of support provided by other agencies and groups,
(iv) tractability of the issues,
(v) the institutional arrangements to deal with those issues, and
(vi) the process of ICM.
This introductory section provides background to the report, the focus, the approach taken, and
the nature of the report itself.

1.1 Background

In 1994, the Division of Tropical Crops and Pastures of CSIRO received a five-year grant from
LWRRDC (project CTC7) to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses of implementing
Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) in the Herbert River Catchment.   Specific research
goals were to:
• develop a framework for evaluating the process of ICM implementation that was applicable

to other catchment management programs in Australia;
• monitor and document the process of implementation of ICM in the Herbert River

catchment and identify the social, economic and institutional factors that facilitated or
hindered this process;

• evaluate the key impacts of the implementation process in terms of the attitude and
behaviour changes in the community and changes in the severity or tractability of the
resource use conflicts for the Herbert River catchment;

• assess the specific technical and related information needs that were relevant to an effective
ICM implementation process in a wet tropical environment; and

• contribute to the development of more effective programs in Australia that implement
production systems, conservation and land use planning programs based on the philosophy
of ICM.

 
A number of activities have been associated with that research program.  In the first year, the
research team formulated an evaluation framework in order to organise the design, conduct and
findings of subsequent activities (Bellamy et al., 1995) (Figure 1).  That framework focuses
attention on four primary factors - the NRM context, the issue context, legislative aspects, and
community processes.

This report is one aspect of the entire CSIRO DTCP research program, and been strongly
influenced by the evaluation framework.  The specific objectives of this report are, on both a
state-wide basis and within the Herbert River Catchment Coordinating Committee:
• to identify the activities of Catchment Coordinating Committees, and how they are

operating;
• to identify how well the CCCs are operating; and
• to identify economic, social and institutional factors which contribute and detract from

effective implementation.
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1.2 Research Framework

A range of technical, institutional, economic and social indices have been identified and
incorporated as an integrated conceptual framework for observing change and evaluating the
ICM implementation process.  This framework combines aspects of  the Mazmanian-Sabatier
framework of policy implementation analysis described previously (Mazmanian and Sabatier
1991) with the criteria identified by the PRIME framework (Syme et al. 1994) from the social
sciences,  and environmental management and resource assessment techniques from the
environmental sciences.  The framework is illustrated in Figure 1.

1.3 Research Design and Approach

The study is based on a mail survey of two groups: (1) selected officials from all recognised ICM
Committees and groups throughout the state; and (2) all members of the Herbert River
Catchment Coordinating Committee (HRCCC).  In addition to surveying these people, the study
team interviewed the manager of the State ICM program on two occasions, reviewed all issues of
The Source, other relevant publications on resource management initiatives in Queensland, and
obtained some baseline data on the program from DNR files.  This material was supplemented
with a review of HRCCC meeting minutes and newspaper accounts, and interviews with selected
HRCCC members, staff and local officials with other state and local government agencies.

The state-wide survey was limited to the coordinators and chairs of the 13 recognised CCCs and
1 Catchment Care Group operating in November 1995.  The manager of the State ICM
program provided the names of these individuals.  Addresses for the HRCCC members were
provided by the local coordinator.

The survey instruments were questionnaires designed to be readily completed by the
respondents (Appendix 1 and 2).  Conduct of the survey involved the following steps:
• the questionnaire was structured to follow the previously developed conceptual framework;
• pre-test of the questionnaire with the State ICM manager, the HRCCC Coordinator, and one

other local ICM coordinator;
• a presentation at the November 1995 HRCCC meeting to outline the survey and request

member support;
• mail out of the state-wide survey in November 1995, and the HRCCC survey in December

1995;
• mail our of reminder letters to non-respondents on December 15; and follow-up phone calls

to non-respondents of the HRCCC survey in January 1996.
 
Formulation of the questionnaire considered both the evaluation framework (Figure 1) and
pragmatic issues (eg., ease of understanding).  It contained a mixture of factual, scaled responses
and open-ended questions on the following topics:
• biographical data on respondents: how long they had held current position, length of

residency,
• the issues: what were the economic, social, and natural resource issues in the catchment; and

what were specific resource management issues. and how tractable were they,
• attitudes to the support received from the public, government agencies, non-governmental

organisations, and the clarity of their roles of ICM,
• overall strengths and difficulties,
• institutional arrangements and finance, and
• personal motivations for being a CCC member (on the HRCCC only).
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PART 2  ICM IN QUEENSLAND: HISTORY AND INTENT

2.1 Integrated Catchment Management in Queensland

The quest for effective natural resource management has been the pursed by governments
worldwide.   Often, water has been a prime focus of attention because a catchment provides a
natural system from which the interactions among people, water and related land resources can
be considered, and the coordination of relevant public and private resource managers enhanced.
To these ends, the State Government of Queensland, Australia released Integrated Catchment
Management (ICM) in 1991 in order to:

integrate the management of land, water and related biological resources in order to achieve the sustainable
and balanced use of these resources.  It provides a framework for fostering cooperation and coordination
between many landholders and other resource users, community groups and government agencies involved in
the use and management of land and water resources (Queensland, 1991, 1).

While it was recognised that other government initiatives such as the State Conservation
Strategy, State-wide environmental programs (eg., Landcare), and broad regional strategies such
as the South East Queensland 2001 Growth Management Strategy and Coastal Protection
Strategy would be important activities, ICM was perceived to be unique for two reasons.  First, it
was to involve all sectors of the community.  Second, it was to be multiple, rather than single
issue based.

ICM Principles
Five principles were to guide the ICM process.  First,  since land and water resources are basic
and interactive parts of natural ecosystems, effective management was best achieved by using the
catchment as the administrative unit.  Second, since river catchments are continuously changing
in response to natural processes and human activity, management strategies should anticipate,
adapt, and respond to these changes.  Third, decisions would be based on the best available
information.  Fourth,  individual users and managers would be informed about water and land
management issues and solutions.  Fifth, ICM would provide for a "balance between economic
development and conservation of land and water must be maintained" (Queensland, 1990, 1).
By using these five principles to guide the formulation of catchment strategies, the following
goals would achieved by promoting:
• community understanding, coordination and cooperation,
• common goals and community action, and
• economic and ecological sustainability.

Catchment Care Groups and Catchment Coordinating Committees were to be the driving forces
behind ICM.  Supported by QDPI which would provide information, education and training
services about ICM, CCCs and CCCs were to provide the following functions:
• foster coordination between landholders, community action groups and government

agencies in their land and water resource management activities;
• promote community understanding of the interactions between land, water and related

biological resources and the value of a coordinated, catchment-wide approach for managing
these resources;

• provide a forum for community and government discussions on catchment management
issues for resolving conflicting demands on natural resources;

• identify and prioritise interrelated land and water resource issues in the catchment;
• develop catchment management strategies that address priority issues;
• promote and foster voluntary implementation of catchment management strategies by

landholders and other resource users through community action groups and government
agencies;

• provide advice and recommendations to landholders and other resource users, community
action groups and government agencies on catchment management issues;
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• monitor, review and report to Government and the community on progress and
performance of catchment management strategies and activities [CCCs must report annually
to Minister of DPI]; and

• recommend improvements in the administrative procedures and statutory requirements of
government agencies to avoid duplication and conflicting requirements.

Implementation of ICM would foster a whole-of-government approach by providing a strategy
which was consistent with policies and guidelines of all levels of government

ICM as a Process
ICM was to be a State-wide initiative.  While the Queensland Department of Primary Industries
(QDPI) would be the agency responsible for administering ICM,  the important role of other
agencies such as the Departments of Environment and Heritage (QDE), Lands (QDOL), and
Housing and Local Government (QHLG) in supporting relevant aspects of ICM were
recognised (Queensland, 1991).  Collectively, State Government agencies would, within the
scope of available resources, support and assist Catchment Care Groups (CCCs) and Catchment
Coordinating Committees (CCCs).  These two types of bodies would be formed in order to
harness local and public agency involvement in order to formulate the catchment strategy
document.  CCCs would be less formal than CCCs and "link the activities of landholders,
community action groups and government agencies" on relatively simple issues which involve a
limited number of participants (Queensland, 1991, 2).  Providing a forum for community
discussion and fostering the cooperative development of solutions are the major roles of these
groups.  The initial intent was to form CCCs under legislation to address complex issues
involving a large number of participants.  In practice, legislation was never enacted because of a
significant perception that ICM could result in another and unnecessary level of government.
Instead, the level of support provided through QDPI has signalled the difference between CCGs
and CCCs.  The former has no catchment coordinator assigned to it and is ineligible for the
$500.00 establishment grant. CCCs receive these types of support.  Where a catchment was
divided among several CCCs, Regional Catchment Coordinating Committees (RCCCs) could be
formed to coordinate individual CCC activities.  RCCCs are also eligible for the $500
establishment grant.

The State Government encouraged that CCGs and CCCs take a pragmatic approach which
focused on "manageable and resolvable issues of high priority to the community rather than all
issues" (Queensland, 1991, 20).  When completed, the strategy would identify and describe major
issues; describe relevant objectives, guidelines, policies and actions plans; identify mechanisms to
achieve objectives; and provide appropriate monitoring and review mechanisms.  Unless special
legislation were passed, the requirements of the strategy would not be legally binding on any
landowner or government agency.

ICM as a Product
The primary final product of the ICM process is a Catchment Strategy which prioritises
catchment issues, and identifies appropriate implementation mechanisms.  Three options for
implementation were identified.  The preferred choice would see the CCC seek the voluntary
adoption of catchment management strategies by landholders and resource users, community
action groups, and government agencies.  Presumably, the strategy development process would
educate resource managers about the need for of specified resource management activities.
Where voluntary implementation was jeopardised, CCCs could request the appropriate state
minister (eg., QDPI, QDE, QDOL, QHLG) to have local and state agencies consider catchment
management strategies in their routine operations.  The final option would see the establishment
of a catchment trust or similar statutory body for specified issues such as soil conservation,
floodplain management, or river improvement.   This issue was considered in the document
1994 document The Sustainable Use and Management of Queensland's Natural Resources.
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The general intent of ICM may be summarised as follows.  It is a voluntary approach which
relies on local initiative to establish the need for the formation of a CCG or CCC.  Both CCGs
and CCCs and subsequent strategies lack legislative authority.  Voluntary compliance by relevant
private managers (landowners and corporate) and public agencies is the preferred method of
implementation.  Education of these managers through the exchange of information and the
development of the Catchment Strategy is to facilitate the adoption of required actions.  ICM
Committees are to be composed of major stakeholders who have an interest or are influenced
by significant resource management problems.  Another dimension of this stakeholder
approach, is the joint funding for relevant activities from both the State Government and
relevant local participants. Catchment strategies are to focus on several important resource
management issues operating on a catchment scale in order than an integrated consideration of
problems and solutions is provided.  While the state government has identified a number of
requirements for all catchment strategies, local groups must seek their own approaches in the
formulation of that document.  Monitoring is to be an important element of all catchment
strategies.

2.2 Forming and Operating a Catchment Coordinating Committee

The State Government identified ICM principles, processes and products.  Local communities
are to consider the need for ICM, and if appropriate, pursue the formation of catchment
coordinating groups or committees.  In this manner, ICM in Queensland should merge 'top
down' and 'bottom-up' management.  Both CCGs and CCCs are comprised of "representatives
of the major sectors of the community and government which are involved in, or influenced by,
the management of land and water resources in the catchment" (Queensland, 1991, 2).  They are
to work with state agencies and local groups in forming catchment strategies thus furthering the
principle of partnership between state government and local government and groups.

CCGs and CCCs must encompass an administrative region of at least two local government
areas and be catchment or sub-catchment based.  The membership should "reflect the interests
of the major sectors of the community" including local governments, key relevant primary
industries, landholders in proportion to the range of land uses in the catchment, state
government agencies, community groups and organisations, recreation and conservation
interests, secondary interests, and major stakeholders outside the catchment (eg., Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Authority, World Heritage Parks) (Queensland, 1995, 2).  The membership
should be determined by open election or through nomination by community groups, agencies,
and the general public.  Membership on RCCCs is drawn mainly from CCCs within the basin.

Once groups within a catchment have decided to form a CCC or CCG, they should apply for
endorsement under the Queensland's ICM Strategy which provides them with access to
operating and project funds, liability and accident insurance.   Appropriate activities are funded
from a number of sources.  As the administering agency, QDPI provides seed funding for
CCGs, CCCs and projects.  A one-time $500 establishment grant is available to both CCCs and
RCCCs.   To cover the full costs of establishment, CCCs are to seek the financial and in-kind
support from interested and member organisations. Operating grants are set at $2,000 per year
for three years, and $1,000 afterwards.  CCCs west of the Great Dividing Range and in the
Fitzroy and Burdekin Districts are eligible for an increased level of grant up to $5,000 per year
for three years, and $2,000 thereafter.  Applications for additional project funding could also be
submitted to funding agencies such as Landcare and LWRDCC, and other government and non-
government agencies.

2.3 Review of  State-wide ICM Activities (1991-1996)

By May 1993, 5 catchments - the Lockyer Valley, Johnstone River, Pioneer River, Mary River
and Mitchell River - had been identified as pilot study areas.  By October 1995, there were 13
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CCCs and 1 CCG formed throughout the state, with most located along the eastern coastal
catchments (Figure 1).  There was initial concern that ICM and Land Care, which  was launched
in 1992 as a means of conserving natural resources and protecting the environment., would be
seen as overlapping exercises.  However, QDPI saw these initiatives as complementary.

ICM is about the 'big picture' or the condition of the whole catchment on a broad scale.  Land Care deals
mainly with localised issues on a property or small catchment scale...Both are flexible and can be moulded to
suit the needs of the community (The Source, April 1991, 8).

Several conferences such as the Downstream Effects of Agricultural Pollution (DEAP) have
been held.  The role of local government in ICM was highlighted in a 1994 study (QDPI et al.,
1994).  A newsletter titled The Source provides information to all ICM members, coordinators,
and interested participants.  Between April 1992 and February 1996, 10 issues have been
published.

The state government has also introduced a number of initiatives which influence the
formulation and implementation of ICM strategies.  These include the 1994 natural resource
management discussion paper, environmental protection legislation, and reform and proposed
reforms to the Local Government (Environment and Protection) Act.

As mentioned earlier, new legislation was initially considered as necessary to support ICM.  In
1994, it became clear that this alternative would not be pursued. In a 1994 discussion paper titled
Sustainable Use and Management of Queenslands Natural Resources the State Government identified its
preference to amalgamate existing legislation within existing administrative arrangements, rather
than create new agencies (QDPI, 1994). The overall objectives of the new framework are to
"produce an integrated natural resource management (NRM) policy with non-regulatory
strategies and a minimum of legislation," and to integrate the existing natural resource legislation
administered by QDPI "to see an effective planning and management framework in place that
provides for ecologically sustainable development for natural resources" (Queensland
Department of Primary Industries, 1994).

Like implementation of ICM, the Queensland Government prefers voluntary compliance with
its NRM requirements.  However, if resource degradation was significant and effective
community-based measures (eg., ICM) were not forthcoming, QDPI could establish additional
regulations and/or special statutory bodies under the NRM initiative. These would be in addition
to and would probably supersede policies developed through the local planning and ICM
process. If this situation is to be avoided, it is a community's interest to actively and effectively
participate in the development and implementation of local plans, ICM strategies, and Codes of
Practice. Non-involvement will detract from one's standing within the community, and
contribute to the possible imposition of QDPI regulations and special statutory bodies. Local
control would be reduced.

The need to reform existing legal arrangements within QDPI was also recognised in the
discussion paper. Legislative options to overcome the "overly prescriptive", "highly variable" and
"fragmented" nature of QDPI-administered Acts included: a single piece of legislation to replace
the nine existing Acts and which incorporates Integrated Catchment Management (ICM);
retention of the existing nine Acts with amendments, together with the preparation of an
additional piece of legislation for ICM; preparation of umbrella legislation that sits across the
existing Acts and that for ICM and; amalgamation of the existing Acts introduces three broad
category Acts of Land, Forests and Water.
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PART 3  STATE-WIDE FINDINGS

3.1 The Survey Respondents

Fourteen Coordinators (100%) and 11 (78%) Chairs responded to the questionnaire.  All the
responses were satisfactory, and most respondents provided significant additional written
comments.  In one case, Lake Baroon is a Catchment Coordinating Group and does not have a
QDPI-supported coordinator.  That respondent was treated as a chair for the purposes of data
analysis.

All the ICM committees are quite young and most of the respondents were the initial appointees
in their CCC although there has been some movement of coordinators.

Many of the coordinators were recent arrivals into the catchments as young professionals
moving in to take up the newly created jobs although there are a couple of notable exceptions.
Many of the Chairs are lifetime residents and most have lived in their catchments more than 15
years (60%).  There are some relatively new arrivals amongst the Chairs (34%).

Table 1: The Survey Respondents
Catchment Respondents
Border Rivers Basin Coordinator
Cardwell Chair Coordinator
Condamine Coordinator
Dawson Chair Coordinator
Herbert River Chair Coordinator
Johnstone Chair Coordinator
Lake Baroon Chair not applicable
Lockyer Coordinator
Maranoa-Balonne Chair Coordinator
Mary River Chair Coordinator
Mitchell River Chair Coordinator
Murray Darling Chair Coordinator
Pioneer Coordinator
Russell-Mulgrave Chair Coordinator
Warrego-Paroo Chair Coordinator

3.2 The Activities and Progress of Catchment Groups

The major activities of the Queensland CCCs are summarised in Table 2 and in more detail in
Table 3.  There was a surprising difference in perception between coordinators and chairs as to
whether the various activities above had been undertaken.

Table 2: Activities Undertaken by ICM groups in Queensland
Activity Yes No
Prepared a situation statement 5 9
Catchment strategy 11 3
Advice to Landholders 6 9
Conducted projects 9 5
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Table 3:  List of Activities Carried Out by ICM Groups in Queensland
General ICM Establishment Tasks
 Arranged meetings and presentations  to Ministers.  Established a Catchment Centre and appointed a manager.
 Landholders inventory.  Process of CCC formation is one of my major tasks at

present

Community Education and Awareness
Officer in place at the Catchment Centre. Land  management demonstration site Chillagoe.
Raise catchment  and NRM awareness. Roadside erosion  control workshop.
Increase in awareness of  committee members of  the whole
catchment

Arranged  catchment seminar.

Carried out extensive consultation with the broad community. Catchment seminar.
Fish breeding with school children,  catchment care caravan. Road signs, newspaper  articles, newsletter, TV., radio
Cross section of communities viewpoints of necessary works. Increased  many people's level of awareness of  "catchment”
Initiated a  catchment-wide water watch program. Involvement of local government
Land degradation workshop Prepared education paper on  catchment.
Produced 2 brochures Public awareness of ICM

Planning
A draft has been prepared for seven major issues Catchment Strategy in draft form
Coordination of efforts across the basin. Developing a Catchment Strategy
Draft only for catchment strategy/plan. Developed a catchment strategy and implementation
Going back to the community with  draft strategies and plans Initiated appraisal planning  study.
Land Use report (draft) - part of Water Quality  project. Ranked issues.
Series of position statements on key issues of community
concern.

The catchment plan is almost ready for  circulation

the Creek project  is in draught Working Groups (7) Issue based

Technical Work and Information Collection
Commencing Flow Management Plan for basins. Draft Strategy for  Riverine Management issues
Fire  Management Strategy. Initiated water management planning project for  basin
Principals and Guidelines for landuse Existing Water Quality data collate/assess.
Water Quality Monitoring Program Fertiliser Audit (draft) - part of Water Quality  project,
Initiated study on soil type 1. Nutrient Management Strategy due to commence  (CMSS)
Pesticide Audit (draft) - part of Water Quality  project, Prepared paper on "Water Pricing Policy and  Ownership",

Specific projects
Assisted  community groups and agencies to implement
projects pertaining to catchment priorities.

Instigation of the DLP.

 “river” Revival. Project Voluntary  Riverbank Restoration Grant Scheme.
Prepared reports on status  of stream banks, mangroves of
area.

The wide range of activities reflects the age and maturity of the CCCs.  Some have been in
operation since 1988?  whereas some are still in the process of being formed.  The range of
activities are all envisaged in the ICM Policy which now requires the preparation of catchment
strategies before funding is provided for projects.

A progression of activities can be recognised from organisational activities - public awareness
and involvement - issues generation - catchment planning - technical studies.

Table 4: Chairs and Coordinators’ Level of Satisfaction with Progress in their ICM Program
 Information supplied by   Number of responses                  Rating

0 1* 2 3 4 5
Chair 11 4 6 1
Coordinator 13 1* 3 4 4 1
0 = no response, 1 = very unsatisfied, 2 = unsatisfied, 3 = neither satisfied nor unsatisfied,
4 = satisfied, 5 = very satisfied.
* One coordinator did not respond. No Coordinators or Chairs were very unsatisfied.

Less than half the coordinators were satisfied with progress in their CCC and three were
unsatisfied, one to the point of resigning over it.  The Chairs were generally more satisfied with
progress, and while none was actually dissatisfied, almost half were ambivalent.  The reasons for
this disturbing low level of satisfaction are revealed in later discussion.
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Table 5 shows the reasons given by Coordinators and Chairs for difficulty in implementing ICM
in their catchment.  The fundamental problem is that there are no apparent economic benefits
for ICM in the short term.  The time frame is long before benefits are seen.  This in a context in
which government agencies and landowners need to make changes to their practices to achieve
coordination and to elevate resources management issues.

Table 5: The Reasons Implementing ICM is Difficult
Issues Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Resource management problems are not well understood 5 5 3 2 6 3
Technical solutions are not feasible 2 6 2 3 1 5 2 2 1
The impacts of mismanagement are long term and incremental 1 2 6 4 1 1 8 1
There is no single acute resource management issue within the
catchment

2 4 2 1 4 2 2 1 5 1

The long time frame between implementing a solution and
seeing the benefits

1 1 8 3 1 7 3

The high level of behavioural change required 1 1 2 7 2 3 6 2
The high cost of known solutions 2 1 6 4 1 2 5 3
The high level of change required from existing government
agencies

4 5 4 1 1 5 4

The absence of clear and immediate economic benefits 1 1 1 7 3 1 1 5 4

1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree, 6 = NA/don’t know

It is important to note that the reasons do not seem to be the lack of technical knowledge of
solutions to address the problems.  In all cases respondents believed that the problems were
increasing in significance.

Coordinators made the following comments about current difficulties:

The decision of the Murray Darling Basin Ministerial Council to place an interim cap on all water
diversions within the Murray Darling Basin required the CCC to be involved in negotiating
Queensland’s position re the "cap". The CCC initiated workshops to inform the catchment
community about the Water Audit in the Basin and the Ministerial decision. The Goondiwindi
Workshop provided a community response to Murray Darling Basin Mining. Council outlining
this catchment's position and proposed action ie. development of a Flow Management Plan for
the BR catchment (Qld and NSW). (2) Tree clearing guidelines. The CCC requested to be
contact point in catchment. This was not to be the case. Community consultation on this issue
has been nothing short of pathetic. Any decisions/actions etc. taken by CCC and other
groups/departments etc. were overriding in this process.

The Council have introduced their Development Control Plan - many people are trying to come
to terms with what it means for them - they tend to focus on Resource Management issues. Also
the Sugar Industry Package is operating the area and it too focuses on Research Management
issues - especially drainage

· Flooding incidences have decreased hence that issue is not as high on the agenda as it would
normally be. Mahogany Glider habitat concerns have come to the forefront as they directly
impact on cane expansion etc.

· Impacts of PEDA legislation. Impacts of EPA - Environment Protection Act. Impacts of
infrastructure imposed by government with a disregard for Catchment Management Principals.
Low ground water levels due to overuse and drought. Increasing urban sprawl and
encroachment on agricultural land, sewage and waste disposal.

· The continuing drought has heightened awareness and involvement
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Extractive industry review showed potential consumption sky marketing. CCC setup working
group to formulate a policy approach. Followed this with setting up Reference Panel with DPI
to review community responses on industry review. Council's management of rural subdivision
spotlighted - CCC to lobby improved land capability studies, and amended DPI priorities for
mapping. Riverbank erosion increased in importance as discussions and debate flourished on
how to manage. CCC inserted Voluntary Riverbank Restoration Grant Scheme as a response.

· Change has occurred due to increased length of drought. CCC has responded by commissioning
Water Management Project, but ultimately there are problems with over-allocation of water
which the people who over allocated in the first place now need to redress. This, of course,
requires admission that mistakes were made, and they are reluctant to do that. Also, that horrible
word "compensation" keeps cropping up, acting as further impediment. Hence my non-answer
to 11D.

· The placement of Government. Resource Management infrastructure has eg. ? have caused the
committee to address a range of issues associated with the EIS process as well as evaluating the
ICM works project

· Our CCC is fairly new. The beginning saw members who were in the main merely seat warmers,
protecting sectional interests. I have drawn the members away from narrowly based interests to
seeing themselves as the Catchment Management Authority.   We believe that we have been
managing this catchment from the beginning of recorded history and see no reason to change
now! We know best! We will not accept government direction on how we run it, We will run it!
We request government support for our (the community’s) running of our own affairs. We don’t
want direction!

Changes are mainly introduced by external forces eg. Government - eg. tree clearing dispute,
Murray Darling Basin Commission enforcing a moratorium on water licenses on our rivers. The
CCC ensured general awareness of the problems and put forward position statements.

Chairs  made these comments

The prolonged drought has focussed the catchment on water issues and alternative and effective
water management strategies are being implemented. The threat to native state forests is now
drawing attention to management of tree species. The structural unemployment is being
exacerbated by the drought and means are being sought by us to address these three problems
and wholistically.

· CCC still being formed

Change has occurred because of drought for past five years - has placed pressure on the
resources particularly
water. Lately government actions concerns to tree clearing.

Councils like Mareeba Shire are having visionary exercises and starting to take a more holistic
approach. (4d) Local consultation groups are being set up in the lower catchment by DPI
production to help graziers tackle (?) some of their most immediate problems.

· NRM legislation - CCC involved in all resource management issues
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· Some of the triggers for action are natural  - especially drought.  There is also a strong reaction
from some respondents about the external direction and difficulties arising from the ICM
initiative itself and from other proposed legislation such as PEDA, NRM.

3.3  The Issues

The issues seen as significant by the respondents naturally varied between regions.  In all regions
natural resource issues were approximately on par with social and economic issues.  Most
significantly both Chairs and coordinators believed that too much government regulation was
the single most significant issue, exceeding all other issues.  The most significant natural resource
issue was water quantity, substantially higher than land degradation and water quality problems,
although these too also were significant in most catchments.

Those issues rated highly and very highly by coordinators included economic sustainability,
native and feral animal management and pests in national parks, creek bank erosion and siltation,
groundwater salinity, land tenure and uncoordinated farm drainage and cross border
coordination.  Chairs rated only a few issues highly and very highly including rural residential
development and storm water and native tree species management.

Table 6:  The Significance of Social, Economic and Natural Resource Issues in Queensland
Catchments
Issues Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Social Issues
School 1 3 1 4 2 2 1 4 4 2
Crime 2 6 4 1 5 5 1 1
Unemployment 3 5 4 1 2 3 5 1
Health care 7 3 1 2 1 4 5 1
Economic Issues
Land valuations 1 4 4 3 1 2 4 3 2
High government spending 3 4 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 2
High taxes 2 1 3 5 2 1 1 2 4 3
Institutional Issues
Too much Gov regulation 1 3 1 8 1 2 4 4
Natural Resource Management Issues
Agric land degradation problems 6 4 3 1 3 4 3
Water quality problems 2 4 5 2 2 2 5 2
Water quantity problems 2 2 1 8 1 3 3 4
Nature conservation 1 2 4 3 3 1 6 3 1

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know.)

This question asked how the natural resource management issues were affecting the people in
the catchment.  These included loss of farm productivity and higher production costs.  Chairs
were particularly sensitive towards psychological impacts, emotional stress on individuals and a
loss of confidence in government.

Some specific comments included: We fear abandonment of land to native claim and consequent
bad management” and personal/family dislocation due to imposed infrastructure/compulsory
acquisition” and concern about incapacity of government to make and carry out decisions”
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Table 7: ICM Coordinators and Chairs Opinions on How Serious the Natural Resource
Management Issues are in Queensland Catchments
Issue Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Land Degradation
Cropland degradation 1 3 4 3 2 4 1 4 1 1
Grazing land degradation 3 3 3 5 4 2 3 2
Soil salinity 5 6 2 4 5 1 1
Weeds 2 4 7 1 3 6 1
Insects and diseases of crops 3 1 3 6 1 1 4 4 1
Urban expansion onto farm lands 2 1 5 5 1 4 2 2 1 1
Allocation of cane land 1 2 1 3 1 5 1 2 1 2 1 4
Land clearing 1 2 2 3 5 2 2 3 4
Water Quality Problems
Surface water salinity 4 6 2 1 3 5 2 1
Wastewater management 4 4 3 2 3 5 2 1
Surface water nutrient enrichment 1 1 5 5 1 3 4 3 1
General surface water quality 2 5 4 2 2 2 3 4
Groundwater quality 3 5 2 3 4 3 4
Acid soils 1 5 2 5 6 4 1
Stream and bed erosion 1 1 6 5 2 3 3 3
Water Quantity Problems
Water allocation and reliability 1 1 4 7 2 2 2 3 2
Groundwater availability 1 1 3 4 4 1 4 1 4 1
Rural flooding 1 6 2 4 1 2 7 1
Rural drainage 1 2 1 5 3 1 3 3 3 2
Urban flooding 1 1 7 1 3 1 6 2 1 1
Nature Conservation
Management of forests and National
Parks

1 2 5 3 2 1 3 2 5

Water use conflicts 1 2 6 4 1 1 2 6 1
Dryland vegetation habitat loss 1 4 1 3 3 1 2 6 3
Freshwater habitats 1 3 4 5 1 3 6 1
Coastal wetland habitat loss 1 1 2 1 3 5 3 2 2 4

Table 8: The Impacts of Natural Resource Issues on People in Catchments
Issue Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Aesthetic & Recreational Impacts
Access to recreation 1 4 5 3 2 3 3 3
Environmental amenities 1 5 4 3 1 1 4 4 1
Loss of scenic values 2 6 4 1 1 5 3 2
Life Support Impacts
Drinking water quality 2 4 4 2 1 1 4 4 2
Human health 2 4 2 3 2 1 3 2 5
Fishery decline 1 3 3 3 3 1 2 1 5 1 1
Functional Resource Impacts
High cost of water 1 3 5 1 1 1 1 2 4 3 2
Loss of farm productivity 1 3 7 2 5 5 1
Higher production costs 1 1 8 3 2 6 3
Shortage of irrigation water 1 4 2 6 2 2 3 1 3
Higher taxes 1 4 5 2 1 4 6 1
Social-Psychological Impacts
Loss of independence to make (farm)
decisions

5 2 4 2 2 3 5 1

Emotional stress on individuals 2 7 2 2 4 5 1 1
Conflicts with other resource users 1 1 2 4 5 3 3 4 1
Loss of confidence in government... 3 3 6 1 3 6 2
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3.4  Attitudes and Support

Support from the Public

Table 9:  Chairs and Coordinators’ Opinion on the Level of Public Awareness about Natural
Resource Issues and Impacts

Level Coordinators Chairs
Very high 0 0
High 4 1
Moderate 4 5
Low 5 5
Very low 0 1

Table 10:  Chairs and Coordinators’ Opinion on the Strength of Public Support to Solve
Natural Resource Issues

Level Coordinators Chairs
Very high 2 0
High 2 1
Moderate 6 8
Low 3 2
Very low 0 0

A slight majority of all respondents believed that the public was moderately to highly aware of
the resources management issues, including only 50% of Chairs who less sanguine overall than
coordinators, a significant proportion of whom believe that the public had low to very low
awareness.  There is also significant diversity of views about the degree of public support  (See
table 11). Chairs are significantly less confident than coordinators in the degree of public
support.

Table 11:  Chairs and Coordinators’ Views on the Degree of Public Support (pairs by
catchment)

Chairs
Level Very low Low Moderate High Very high
Very high

Coordinators High
Moderate
Low
Very low

Coordinators generally believe that the most potent factors affecting the acceptance of ICM by
the general public are the efforts of the CCC Chairs, members and the Coordinators themselves.
Demonstration of positive outcomes and the support of industry and community groups were
also seen to be important.  Chairs share these views on the importance of the CCC itself but
have a higher regard for the importance of state government activities.  Support from local
governments and from state politicians seemed to be unimportant for most coordinators and
Chairs.
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Table 12: The Significance of Various Items in Gaining Acceptance of ICM from the Public
Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
The State’s ICM policy statement 3 6 3 1 1 6 4
Local government political support 1 6 2 3 1 5 1 2 3
Local government agencies support 1 6 4 1 1 4 3 4
State government political support 1 6 3 3 5 1 3 2
State government agencies support 4 6 2 1 4 5 2
Good financial resources of CCC 2 3 7 1 2 4 2 3
Efforts of the CCC Chair 2 6 4 1 6 1 3 1
Efforts of the CCC Coordinator 1 3 4 3 2 1 2 5 3
Positive outcomes.... 4 2 4 3 2 3 3 3
Support from industry and community 1 5 3 4 1 6 2 2

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know)

Comments made about the value of different activities include that the efforts of CCC members,
(Rating 5), support from Landcare and production of plain English reports and statements, and
that Quarries, industry, irrigators, were very low in supporting ICM work.  One Chair argued
that some Landcare groups lacked understanding of ICM.

Support from Government Agencies

Table 13:  Coordinator and Chairs Opinion on How Effectively the Efforts of their CCC
has been Accepted by other Government Agencies in the Catchment?

Coordinators Chairs
Very ineffectively 1 0
Ineffectively 2 0
Neutral 6 2
Effectively, 4 2
Very effectively, 1 4
NA/don’t know) 0 1

Only 35% of Coordinators are satisfied with the acceptance of their CCCs by other government
agencies.  Chairs are more positive on this point.

Table 14:  The Significance of Various Items been in Gaining Acceptance from other
Government Agencies
Item Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
The State's ICM policy statement 1 7 4 1 4 4 2 1
Local government political support 3 4 4 2 1 3 3 2 2
Local government agencies support 2 7 3 1 1 2 4 4
State government political support 3 3 4 2 1 3 3 2 3
State government agencies support 1 2 5 4 1 1 2 5 3
Good financial resources of CCC 2 3 6 1 1 1 2 2 3 3
Efforts of the CCC Chair 1 2 2 6 1 1 1 4 3 2 1
Efforts of the CCC Coordinator 1 1 2 5 2 2 1 4 4 2
Positive outcomes of  CCC activities 2 4 5 2 2 2 4 2 1
Support from industry and community 1 2 4 5 1 3 4 1 3
Mining, Industry, Irrigators 1

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know)
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Support from Local Industry and Community Organisations

Table  15: Coordinators and Chairs Opinion on How Effectively the Efforts of their CCC
 have  been accepted by Local Industry and Community Organisations

Coordinators Chairs
Very ineffectively 1 0
Ineffectively 1 0
Neutral 5 3
Effectively, 5 5
Very effectively 1 1
NA/don’t know) 1

Although 40% of respondents from the two groups are neutral as to the effectiveness of local
industry and community organisations’ support of the CCC, respondents are in general more
satisfied with the acceptance of these groups and the difference between Coordinators’ and
Chairs’ opinions are minor.  Only one respondent believed it to be ineffective.

Table 16:  The Significance of Various Items been in Gaining Acceptance from Industry and
Community Organisations

Item Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
The State's ICM policy statement 4 7 2 1 6 1 3
Local government political support 2 6 2 2 1 1 4 1 5
Local government agencies support 1 8 2 1 1 1 3 3 4
State government political support 2 6 3 2 5 5 1
State government agencies support 1 3 6 2 1 1 3 5 2
Good financial resources of CCC 4 2 2 4 1 2 3 4 2
Efforts of the CCC Chair 1 1 3 3 4 1 1 5 3 2
Efforts of the CCC Coordinator 1 1 4 2 3 2 4 5 2
Positive outcomes of  CCC activities 1 1 5 2 4 1 2 4 2 2
Support from industry and community 1 2 2 5 2 1 2 3 4 2
Efforts of CCC members 1
Mining, industry, irrigators 1

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know)

A wide range of factors generate support from industry and community organisations, especially
the efforts of the CCC Chairs.  Again both groups of respondents were commonly unhappy
with political support and of the acceptance of local government at both the agency and political
levels.  As in many other results of the survey there are regular exceptions to common patterns.
Other organisations considered to be valuable for CCC groups included  ACF, QCC, Regional
Environmental Council, Ecological Society, Marine Cons. Soc. of Aust. (although there was
ambivalence on this some being obstructionist).  Other community groups  rating as important
include Landcare groups, Recreational fishing, Commercial Fisherman’s Assoc  Aboriginal.
Council , Sugar Industry (Mills), Tourism.  One group mentioned that graziers were not helpful.
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Table  17:  The Effectiveness of Involvement of Various Rural industry Groups
Rural Industry Group Rating of Involvement
Canegrowers 5, 5,4,5,5,5,4
Cattlemen’s Union, UGA 4
Cotton growers 3, 4,
CU 4,4,3,1,4
CWA 3
Farmers and irrigators 6
Landcare 5
Landholders 4
QCFO 5
QDO 5, 4, 4
QFVG 4
QGGA 3, 4, 4,3
QPUG, 5, 4
Timber Industry. 4
UGA 3, 4, 4, 3,4, 4, 4, 3,3,4,1,4

(0 = no response, 1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective, 3 = neither, 4 = effective, 5 = very effective, 6 = NA/don’t
know)

Support from the Media

All groups use local newspapers as the most frequent form of media outlet. Worthy papers such
as  the Border News, Argus, Border Post, Macintyre News, Cairns Post, Innisfail Advocate,
Tablelander, Central Telegraph, Chinchilla News, Star, Chronicle, Gympie Times, Sunshine
Coast Daily, Maryborough Chronicle, Cairns Post, Pyramid News, Tully Times, were mentioned.
ABC rural programs were mentioned by many respondents and a slightly lesser number
mentioned local commercial radio.  A few  CCCs were able to use TV, one even place subsidised
advertisements on regional TV.

Only one respondent believed the media to be ineffective in supporting the CCC.  Eighty
percent of Coordinators believed the media to be effective. One  said the media were  The Key!”
and two others found the MDBC  videos very valuable.

Table  18:  The Effectiveness of Media
Rating Coordinators Chairs
No response 0 1
Very ineffectively 0 0
Ineffectively 0 1
Neither 3 4
Effectively, 8 5
Very effectively 2 0
Don’t know 0 0

An overall summary of the importance of support from different groups is provided in Table .
Clearly and not surprisingly,  the dominant effective partnership is between the CCCs, the DPI
and the rural producer groups.   There was less agreement between the Coordinators and Chairs
on the effectiveness of the involvement of local government and even some ambivalence on the
involvement of others such as the DE.  Coordinators did not in general seem impressed with
the involvement of Lands and Local Government.
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Table  19:  The Effectiveness of Involvement in the CCC by Various Groups
Group Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Rural producers 3 7 3 1 1 8 1
Local government politicians 1 3 4 3 2 1 2 2 5 1
Local government administrators 3 5 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 2
State government politicians 5 4 2 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 2
DPI 1 6 6 4 7
DEH 2 1 5 1 4 1 3 5 1
Housing, Local Gov. and Planning 2 4 3 3 1 2 2 2 3 2
Department of Lands 2 2 5 2 2 1 4 4 2
Valley Trusts (or similar) 1 1 1 4 6 1 1 3 2 4
Drainage Board(s) 1 2 3 7 1 2 1 1 6
Media 5 1 4 2 1 2 1 2 2 3 1

(0 = no response, 1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective, 3 = neither, 4 = effective, 5 = very effective, 6 = NA/don’t
know)

The views of the respondents about what could or should be done at state/local levels to
improve the acceptance and involvement of relevant groups in your CCC process are
summarised below:

Coordinators’ comments

Advertise on a statewide basis on the Catchment concept and what local CCC groups are trying to achieve.

Locally we also need to advertise more our existence and the local issues we are trying to tackle.

Funding for implementing catchment strategies is vital. the community are more impressed with on-ground works
than publication of reports, meetings etc.

A full scale ICM promotion program by State Government agencies.

Ministerial rockets required to ensure stronger commitment to ICM process from some State and Federal agencies,
notably DEH and Wet Tropics Management Authority!

Better funding for Management Committee's expenses. If each Exec. member had access to a fax machine, for
example, it makes it easier to share information/communicate.

A major state-wide promotion of ICM

Put a halt to new legislation. No more DRAFT POLICY OPTION PAPERS! Consultation Techniques of
State Agencies to undergo major overhaul. Give the CCC more funding (subject to a catchment strategy).

Have Gov. commit itself to respond positively to CCC recommendations. Have Gov. Departments pay more than
just lip service to ICM principles, and recognise CCCs.

We the CCC need to get runs on the board. To do that we need a more positive mind set amongst committee
members, which needs to be encouraged at state/local levels.

The Government should change their attitude. It is believed that ICM is simply a taken gesture and not a serious
consideration. The Gov. regularly undermines the community consultation process.

Chairs’ comments

Some representation at state level. We have no say and no chance to answer unfair criticism.

More available funds, so that the community as a whole can see some useful work being completed instead of
hearing of numerous studies being done with no effective follow-up work being obvious.

An ongoing programme of media releases and a public information programme highlighting the achievements and
pointing out the benefits to individual stakeholder groups being involved, eg. be involved in forming the strategies
and decisions before some bastard does it for you.
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Support the process by allocation of funding (increasing it!) ICM won't solve all catchment management problems
but it will help with many issues (eg. diffuse/non-point pollutant loadings) not easily address

Involve ICM at the beginning of consultation and not at end as is the case at present and expect a rubber stamp.

Provide money for work on the ground.

Produce Catchment documentaries for TV presentation within catchments. We have to use the media of today and
that is TV. I cannot stress this enough!

Little. Perhaps making public more aware of role and activities of CCC.

Apathy in this region is high. ICM is at a vulnerable stage within the community.

3.5   Institutional Arrangements and Finance

Table 20 provides results that probe more deeply into the difficulties within CCCs. Coordinators
believe that some of the most important difficulties are due to the wide variety of beliefs
amongst CCC members, a view not so strongly held by Chairs; a perception that the program
has been forced on the catchment by the State in communities without finical resources to
respond and a lack of trust in the public in government sponsored initiatives.  The Coordinator
do not agree in general that the CCCs do not have important groups represented.  The Chairs
hold similar views differing significantly as a group only in relation to the significance of the wide
variety of beliefs and values of CCC members and to a lesser extent on the difficulties posed by
the large size of catchments.  There are some potentially fatal problems identified here, although
many can be overcome as the ICM process matures and achieves ownership and clearer
common perceptions.

Other reasons implementation is difficult and their ratings from Coordinators were:
• Very busy people on the Committee - there because they represent other groups
• Prodigious rainfall, short run-off, World Heritage, stupidity
• No single issue (problem) with NRM exists
• Perceived or real lack of Government. support

Table  20:  The Reasons Implementation of ICM in CCCs is Difficult
Reason Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
Large size of catchment or poor transportation links 1 5 2 4 1 1 3 1 1 4 1
Wide variety of values and beliefs among CCC members 2 1 8 2 1 4 2 2 2
Media don’t report resource issues accurately 1 6 6 1 5 4 1
Important groups are not represented on the ICM committee 1 5 3 4 2 4 4 1
Perception that ICM has been forced on the catchment by the
state

1 4 3 3 2 2 5 1 3

Lack of an effective level of interest by CCC members 3 5 5 1 4 2 2 1
Public’s lack of trust in state or local government sponsored
initiatives

2 2 3 5 1 2 1 5 3

Public’s lack of interest in community type activities 3 1 8 1 3 1 6 1
The lack of financial resources within the community 1 1 6 5 2 1 1 7

(1 = strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3 = neither, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree, 6 = NA/don’t know)
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Chairs comments

Lack of full coordination between government agencies

Lack of understanding of ICM in community

Table 21 reveals more detail on the operation of the CCCs themselves.  Perhaps the most interesting feature of
these results is the wide spread of opinions as to the purpose and operation of CCC among the various individuals
and catchments in the State.  Coordinators for example are not in clear agreement as to what they and their
CCCs should do  - some believe that Coordinators and CCCs should coordinate activities and give advice to
landowners, other do not Chairs seem more consistent as a group in their beliefs about the role and purpose of
CCCs and are in broad agreement with Coordinators on many issues.  Significant differences in opinion exist as
to whether the objectives of the local ICM programs are clear to all members and to the level of participation of
their CCC members in meetings. They too do not always agree as to whether the CCC should give advice to
landholders.

More NLP money is finding its way to on the ground activities. We have been very lucky with NLP funding in
that we have received all the money we have applied for.

We have gained over $200,000 in funding from members and the Commonwealth Government.

Very little financial support from local or state government.

Successful applications for NLP and ICM works funding

The level of funding in my situation (Pumicestone Passage) is "unsecured". Initial NLP funding is only for 18
months until increased June 1996. it is difficult to interact with public when funding is precarious.

NLP funding made available for Catchment Centre Coordinator

MHW] (2) $140,000 Drought Landcare Program for Voluntary River Restoration Grant Scheme.

Increase in local government. input. Drought Landcare programme.

Drought Landcare Project started

DOL and DEH have increased support.
Lack of funds for new projects

Landcare is more active and the Wet Tropics Tree Planting Scheme has materially assisted our efforts.
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Table  21:  Coordinators and Chairs Opinions on the Role and Conduct of CCCs
Statements Coordinators Chairs

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Purpose of ICM
The objectives of the local ICM are very clear to all
members

1 6 2 3 1 2 1 6 1 1

There is a strong consensus among CCC members
concerning what the CCC should do

1 3 4 5 4 2 3 1 1

The CCC should coordinate state and local government
resource management programs

2 1 3 1 3 3 3 4 3 1

The CCC should prioritise resource management problems
in the catchment

1 6 6 1 5 4 1

The CCC should provide a forum for conflict resolution
among resource users

1 1 6 5 3 4 3 1

The local ICM process has or will resolve resource
conflicts in an open manner

1 1 1 6 4 1 2 2 3 3

The CCC should educate the public about the catchment’s
resource management problems and solutions

1 6 6 2 3 5 1

The CCC should provide a forum for information sharing
within and between public and private resource managers

1 7 5 1 4 5 1

The CCC should prepare a strategic resource management
plan

1 1 6 5 1 4 6 1

The CCC should facilitate the implementation of resource
management initiatives noted in the strategic plan

1 6 6 5 5 1

The CCC should identify a common set of policies which
will be implemented by relevant resource managers

1 6 6 5 5 1

The CCC should make private resource managers/owners
more responsible for the impacts arising from their
activities

1 3 4 1 3 1 1 3 4 2 1

The CCC should stimulate community or regional
development

1 2 3 3 4 2 1 5 2 1

The CCC and its coordinator should provide advice to
landholders

2 1 4 4 2 2 1 1 1 5 1

The local ICM process has or will resolve resource
conflicts efficiently

1 7 4 1 1 2 5 1 2

Membership and Role
The membership of the CCC effectively represents the
interests of the catchment community

1 2 7 3 6 4 1

At CCC meetings, all CCC members participate actively 1 3 3 1 5 8 2 1
A CCC member’s role is to provide their personal views on
resource management issues at CCC meetings

1 3 3 1 5 2 2 2 1 2 1 1

A CCC member’s role is to provide the views of their
constituency group on resource management at CCC
meetings

1 1 1 5 5 2 1 3 4 1

A CCC member’s role is to provide a catchment wide
perspective of natural resource management issues at CCC
meetings

1 2 2 5 3 2 1 3 4 1

Performance
The ICM process is very responsive to local needs 1 2 3 7 1 2 7 1
The CCC is solving the priority natural resource
management problems in the catchment

1 4 3 4 1 1 2 3 3 1

(1 = strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3 = neither, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree, 6 = NA/don’t know)

Changes that have occurred

Corporate support has decreased.

We never got any real support and only receive it when we go looking and asking for it!

We have no financial support from QDPI (except for NLP funding)

External project funds increased. Internal budget allocation decreased. Change in focus from
planning to implementation and changed status of CCC. Funding for ongoing operations will
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continue to decline (from DPI internal funds) while project funding from external sources
expected to increase (hopefully) in the future.

Introduction of ICM grants

Table 22:  Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from QDPI has:
Catchment Rating Changes that have occurred
Border Rivers Remained the same
Cardwell Remained the same
Cardwell Remained the same
Condamine Decreased Corporate support has decreased
Dawson Decreased We never got any real support and only receive it when we go looking and

asking for it!
Dawson Decreased We have no financial support from QDPI (except for NLP funding)
Herbert Remained the same
Herbert Remained the same
Johnstone Increased External project funds increased. Internal budget allocation decreased. Change

in focus from planning to implementation and changed status of CCC.
Funding for ongoing operations will continue to decline (from DPI internal
funds) while project funding from external sources expected to increase
(hopefully) in the future.

Johnstone Increased Introduction of ICM grants
Lake Baroon Remained the same
Lockyer Remained the same Not known, however, I am assuming it has basically remained the same.
Maranoa-Balonne Remained the same
Maranoa-Balonne Remained the same
Mary River Decreased Coordinators budget cut $50,000
Mitchell River Increased Resources through DPI for Salinity Project and through DME for Contain.

minesite assessment. However, DME new say NAP funds are no longer
available so what have they done with them! and are they fair dinkum about
ICM.

Murray-Darling Increased Increased DPI commitment to Murray Darling NRMS programme
Murray-Darling Increased
Pioneer Increased ICM works funding $115,000
Russell-Mulgrave Increased We are starting to get serious and getting serious means spending more money

- seed money! Now we need results money.
Russell-Mulgrave Increased Funding for coordinator to be employed three days a week instead of two.
Warrego-Paroo Remained the same
Warrego-Paroo Increased Funding for committee has increased.

Table  23: Changes in the level of financial and in kind in the past 12 months
Border Rivers Basin Remained the same
Cardwell Increased/ Remained the same
Condamine Remained the same
Dawson Remained the same/Increased
Herbert Increased/Remained the same
Johnstone Increased/Remained the same
Lake Baroon Remained the same
Lockyer Increased
Maranoa-Balonne Remained the same/ Remained the same
Mary River Increased/ Increased
Murray-Darling Increased/Increased
Pioneer Decreased
Russell-Mulgrave Increased/ Remained the same
Warrego-Paroo Remained the same/ Remained the same

Not known, however, I am assuming it has basically remained the same.

Coordinators budget cut $50,000

Resources through DPI for Salinity Project and through DME for Contain. minesite assessment.
However, DME new say NAP funds are no longer available so what have they done with them!
and are they fair dinkum about ICM.
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Increased DPI commitment to Murray Darling NRMS programme

ICM works funding $115,000

We are starting to get serious and getting serious means spending more money - seed money!

Now we need results money.

Funding for coordinator to be employed three days a week instead of two.

Funding for committee has increased.

Table 24:  How clear is the role(s) of the following groups in the local ICM process?
 Group Coordinators ratings Chairs ratings

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
QDPI 1 1 4 7 1 5 8
QDE 1 2 2 4 4 1 1 2 6 1
Qld Dept. Lands 1 2 1 3 5 1 1 4 2 3 1
Dept Housing, Local Government. & Planning 1 2 3 1 3 2 1 1 3 3 2 1 1
Wet Tropics Management Agency 2 1 2 1 1 6 1 1 1 1 2 5
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Auth. 2 1 4 1 5 1 1 1 1 2 5
River Improvement Trust 2 2 3 4 2 1 4 1 5
Drainage boards 2 2 4 1 4 1 4 6
Cane Assignment Committees 2 3 1 2 1 4 1 1 3 6
Local Government 1 3 1 4 4 1 1 6 3
National Landcare Program 1 1 6 5 1 1 5 4
For Industry, Environmental, Community and Other groups, see table below.
 (0 = no response, 1 = very unclear, 2 = unclear, 3 = neither, 4 = clear, 5 = very clear, 6 = NA/don’t know)

3.6 Other Comments

Coordinator’s comments

The Government, particularly DPI, provides considerable supportive rhetoric to ICM and CCCs, well in access of
financial and acknowledgment support. The continued pressure on CCCs to progress ICM and develop
management  strategies to deal with the complex issues confronting them will take its toll on the volunteers. We
need a champion  in a position to fully support the community, with resources to back it and a willingness to adopt
the ICM initiative  throughout its structure, ie. the Government. Some of the committee members in the Qld
section of the MURRAY DARLING BASIN feel they  are being used (abused) to "rubber stamp" decisions
of Government. to make those decisions more palatable to the tax payer.  I personally feel that Government.
(DPI) is trying to "push" the Committees "out there" to assist the Committees in creating  their own identity.
This is not what ICM is about. CCCs are a partnership. Government. should be open about its support  and be
seen to be functioning integrated with community. This is what ICM is about - providing avenues of
communication between all stakeholders particularly Government/Community that existing communication
networks do not allow.  CCCs have not evolved sufficiently to operate 100% effectively or to understand where
they sit in the big picture.  Government. also needs to develop/evolve. Neither has a clear understanding of what
each has to offer or is prepared to  offer.

Substantially more funds are required to implement strategies. Implementation is what CCC members and
coordinators  work towards, however, there are no/limited funds available for on-ground works.

The concept of ICM is very good. As Scoot Sturgeons recently stated, the State Government is asking volunteers
to do a  huge job that requires super human feats. It appears to me that the government is asking private
individuals to do all the work, then take all the credit and yet provide no financial support. ICM is a huge task.
The money poured into  the Johnstone River, a very small catchment, confirms these thoughts. How other
catchments are meant to achieve these  results with no support makes you really wonder!!
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Could write a book about it. Just let me know what you want to know!

So far (as I have only been President for 3 months) I am concerned that the efforts of Sector Groups, particularly
Landcare and Progress Associations, Industry Groups have major fears regarding the State and Federal
Government's  keened to overrule ICM principles with their own infrastructure agendas. This makes the whole
process a bit of a joke. Examples are Eastlink Highway Bypasses, Railway access roads, other powerlines and
roads. The Government is wasting  its money putting it into ICM if it can be overruled/overshadowed by
Government infrastructure. Infrastructure  corridors should be put in place which respect the principles of ICM. I
am sorry to have not provided this response  sooner.  If I have missed your deadline it is because I required some
time to "settle into" my role as President in  order to gauge my responses to the response form. Thank you for your
attention to these matters.

I have left the job because of total lack of confidence in the process. ICM is being used as a smoke screen to pump
up  the agencies' need to be seen to be consulting the community. It is more like insulting the CCCs intelligence.

ICM in the Mary is plagued with apparent discontent in many parts of the community with existing LGA and
State Agency  response to issues. The CCC is seen as another potential source of help - this allows the CCC to be
in touch with many  issues but bogs it down and detracts from taking a strategic and catchment view of issues at
times. There are many  false expectations of the CCC, eg. it can make decisions and tell agencies what to do.
When these expectations are  not realised many people switch off and follow alternative methods to get what they
want - this has implications for  community support for the CCC (the no teeth! problem). Similarly, the
empowering, facilitating, detailing, networking, influencing role is often seen as too slow to achieve the desired result
in the time frames desired by some (yet some  of the most enduring change in the last 3 years has come from this -
its very subtle adherence [?] is often missed as  an achievement.

I believe that the process as it currently stands will not survive. I think that the process would be more effectively
served if Catchment Coordinators were appointed as Local Authority Natural. Res. liaison officers. That way
they could  act as conduits for info. flow between community groups and Local government. At the moment, we
have CCCs deliberating on  issues that many are unqualified or not interested in. The amount of skill and
commitment available in catchments with large areas and small populations is also a worry. Last, but most
importantly, many people in CCCs don't really  believe that, when push comes to shove, Government. will really
take notice of the CCCs, so they query their value. The  action with the tree clearing guidelines confirmed their
worst suspicions.

The lack of real State Government. commitment to the implementation of ICM strategies and funding and
support of committees is holding back the implementation of ICM.

ICM in Western Queensland is still very new as compared to other catchments.

Chair’s comments

The state government departments do not consult with us! Our correspondence and contacts go largely unanswered
and our suggestions go unheeded. Our resources are used by QDPI without acknowledgment or payment despite
repeated requests. I think we are one of the best structured and best managed ICM groups in Queensland (ask
Neil McDonald at NLP) but  the state government. don't want to know us!

The role of Catchment Coordinators is vital to developing an effective strategy and bringing the diverse stakeholder
groups together.  He/she should be a mature person with a wide knowledge and experience of the working of
government and who has very good personal communication skills.   If the best and most effective representatives
are to be attracted to serve on CCCs, then need to be supported, resource wise, by a facility such as a Catchment
Centre (for a group of catchments if necessary) to provide briefing, interpretations and back up support.  An
effective and ongoing media and public information programme is essential (using community media outlets with
locally generated release) to effectively inform the Catchment Community on natural resource management
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There appears to be a distinct lack of government policy about the direction ICM is to take in the community at
this  stage, with Departmental personnel at odds as to what they are prepared to accept from the committees and
their role in the management of natural resources. Committees are feeling as though they are being used like pawns
in a chess game. The amount of time and travel involved in the larger catchments is a burden on members as the
amount of expenses  reimbursed is not great from the limited funds available.

ICM should provide a framework for managing change throughout the State (NRM change). Current landholders
cannot be  expected to rectify the mistakes of generations without massive assistance from the general community.
It is  unrealistic to expect ICM, a voluntary group, to carrying the burden of enacting positive cultural change.
Natural  resource use changes must be sustainable. To be so they must also be profitable to landholders. More use
must be made of practical landholders experience and observations instead of waiting for the results of expensive
research. There  needs to be an environmental cost charged into product prices so landholders can effect positive
environmental  procedures. Social and economic needs have to be kept to the fore in all NRM considerations.

ICM is a very worthy cause. However, I believe QDPI shoots itself in the foot with:   
(1) Getting a coordinator to do more than one catchment   
(2) Not funding coordinators on anything other than one year contracts making it difficult for them to get

housing loans etc. --> low morale
(3) Getting coordinators to fill in holiday and leave for other departments in DPI and then not covering their job

if they take leave
(4) Having non-sustainable policies such as irrigation water charges eg. Quota system - people should pay for

what they use and if they use above sustainable level, penalty rates should apply.
(5) Having a wishy-washy relationship with local governments which tend to circumvent most legislation that

deals with appropriate Natural Resource Management, ie. you cannot expect industries, groups and
individuals to change their paradigms, when local councils ride roughshod over legislation to encourage
development; eg. Eacham Shire Council forcing sewage on ratepayers after vote against because of financial
hardship. Community consultation pah! and Mareeba Shires DCP fitting snugly around Mr Quaid’s plans.
Credibility for natural resource management is required and councils need to be made to come into line. Even
with simple things like enforcing the requirement on landholders to remove noxious weeds. I suggest that, 2 or
3 Rural Councils are audited annually and if necessary held to account every year, until they get the picture.

3.7 Summary and Implications

The survey provided an insight into current attitudes of the two key groups the Coordinators
and Chairs.  These attitudes will surely change as a result of:
• changes in government policy and finance
• changes in the natural environment itself such as droughts
• most importantly in the CCCs themselves as they mature

The survey revealed some common attitudes but often a diversity between Coordinators and
Chairs in a given catchment and between respondents from different catchments.  Key factors
affecting this diversity include:
• the age of the CCC which conditions its maturity and opportunity to undertake planning,

awareness raising and projects
• the environmental circumstance of the catchment - while many are costal rivers, there are

also a number of inland rivers which have quite different resources and resource
management issues

• the capabilities and effectiveness of the Coordinators and Chairs and the dynamics of the
CCC

Some of the significant results include:
• disturbing low level of satisfaction amongst the respondents (especially their Coordinators)
• low and expected awareness in the general public about resources management issues
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• widely held view that local governments, both politically and at officer level have not been
involved effectively in the ICM process

• lack of support at the state political level
• ineffective involvement of some state agencies

On a positive note there was wide agreement about the positive role of the media and of the
essential role that the CCCs, its Chairs and Coordinators play in gaining support from the
stakeholders.  Respondents also believed that the DPI (now DNR) and rural producer groups
were effectively involved in the process.

In terms of the general approach and institutional arrangements for ICM:
• diversity of views of members sometimes a significant problem with respect to the role of

the CCC, its coordinator and whether it should for example be involved in giving advice to
landholders, coordinate state government activities and have a regional development
function.

• A significant obstacle for ICM is the resistance of many of the community and those in
CCCs to state imposed programs which require community action without resources - a
perception of force.
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PART 4  THE HRCCC AND SURVEY RESULTS

4.1 Natural Resource Management Problem Definition

Evolution of HRCCC

Formed in March 1993, the HRCCC is the most recent attempt to address the resource
management challenges of the Herbert River catchment.  Previous studies include the:

1976 North Queensland Sugar Industry Drainage Study
1977 North Queensland Sugar Industry Flood Mitigation Study
1980 Herbert River Flood Management Study
1984 Herbert River Drainage Study
1993 Stream Management Plan Herbert River and District, and

ongoing Sugar Infrastructure Improvement Package.

Continuing concerns for flooding and drainage prompted the need for the formation of the
HRCCC.  The 1991 flood caused a very significant reduction in sugar cane yield.  Mining dams,
some of which were abandoned in the late 1890s, pose a hazard to all downstream residents
These and other resource issues provide for user conflicts, and impede economic and social
development.  Since the 1994 hiring of a full-time catchment coordinator, three types of
activities characterise the HRCCC program.

The first concerns the formulation of the strategic plan. Given the numerous studies already
conducted on the catchment and the 1993 completion of the Stream Management Plan, there
was a belief that the HRCCC should implement its recommendations rather than develop a new
strategy.  While this is a legitimate view, the HRCCC should differ from previous studies in the
following ways.  First, it examines the entire catchment rather than the lower portion.  Second,
it addresses a broad range of resource issues, rather than specific concerns.  Finally, it promotes
ongoing dialogue among a range of interests from all parts of the catchment, rather than
terminating at the completion of its strategic plan.  These characteristics are very consistent with
the general ICM principles noted in Section 2.

In developing the strategy, the HRCCC formed a number of subcommittees which drafted
discussion papers on land, water, stream and habitat management.  Items were clarified and
incorporated into a single document (the Herbert River Catchment Management Strategy
(Draft)) which will be circulated among relevant agencies, non-governmental organisations, and
private interests for comment.  Based on this input, the draft will be revised and finalised.  The
strategy should represent a significant departure from the sectoral approaches of the past to an
integrated package required to deal effectively with the realities of the present.

Obtaining funding and implementing projects is the second type of activity.  In August 1993 the
HRCCC requested information from the Department of Minerals and Energy about the
rehabilitation requirements which would be placed on new mine owners on mining bases in the
Herberton Shire.  This was followed by an inventory of dams in the Nanyetta Creek catchment.
Other projects completed by October 1994 include: the rehabilitation of a 1 ha property
adjoining Palm Creek (in cooperation with CSR Ltd.), the control of slumping on the lower
Herbert (in cooperation with Herbert River Improvement Trust and James Cook University),
and the control of water hyacinth along Palm Creek.  The three schools in the Palm Creek
planted the trees which had been purchased by the HRCCC.  Funding was sought and received
from the National Landcare Program (NLP). Most of these projects involved the participation
of other groups which is very consistent with the community-oriented intent of ICM.  These
types of activities demonstrate the means and benefits of community-based activities, and
enhance the HRCCC's public profile.
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The third type of activity relates to the HRCCC's role as a referral agency.  Hinchinbrook Shire
and State agencies such as the former Department of Lands, and Primary Industries circulated
subdivision, drainage and other relevant applications to the HRCCC for comment.  It has been
involved in the drainage planning in the Cattle Creek catchment, and the Sugar Infrastructure
Improvement Package.  The HRCCC has also provided some farm and drainage management
advice to individual landowners on an ad hoc basis.

The Pomona case study illustrates some of the difficulties associated with dealing with resource
conflicts.  In 1995, cane assignment was granted in an area known as Pomona land holding.
During land clearing, the area was found to be an important habitat for an endangered species,
the Mahogany Glider (QDE, 1995)A conservation order was placed on the site, and later a draft
conservation plan was prepared.  There was a significant level of uncertainty and conflict among
industry, government and non-government participants concerning this development. At
present, a drainage permit under the Water Resources Act 1989 has been applied for by the
proponents, and is under review by the Queensland Department of Natural Resources (DNR)

The HRCCC held a site tour and issued a press release which noted the need for sustainable
development on floodplains.  It maintained that a Code of Practice should be developed.  Until
that code is completed, landowners were asked to plan their developments more effectively, and
seek government advice.

Several HRCCC members reflected on this experience.  While there is a consensus that the
Pomona subdivision raised public awareness about environmental issues, the role of the HRCCC
suggests significant differences of opinion.  Some members suggested that it  created friction
between landowners and government agencies.”  The following comments were also offered:
• Pomona subdivision - HRCCC responded with inspections and some publicity.  No further

action taken and in hindsight was a lost opportunity.
• The HRCCC sat on fence and failed to comment (deliberately) on gross environmental

vandalism in clearing creek beds and banks on Pomona Station.  Even the council is now
complaining about failure to observe 10m buffer on creek but still ICM holds the "must be
polite" line.

• The HRCCC has made very broad comments condemning expansion in Pomona, the group
could have been more forceful in their statements but have taken a "political approach."

There is a diversity opinion among HRCCC members concerning this and many other resource
issues.  This should be expected given its membership.  It also suggests that early deliberations
and successes may focus on process issues, such as establishing a basis for discussion, rather than
tangible agreements on directions and priorities.

The Pomona case illustrates some of the difficulties in moving toward integrated approaches.
Some of the drainage problems associated with that area have technical solutions.  However, it is
relatively more difficult to appropriately balance these solutions with sugar cane development
with ensuring that biodiversity considerations, downstream landowner interests and water quality
aspects.  ICM in Queensland is to provide a more balanced approach which in the Herbert River
should be facilitated by the HRCCC's strategic plan.

4.2 Context of ICM in the Herbert River Catchment

Recent Evolution of ICM in the Catchment

The importance of obtaining community involvement in the local program was mentioned
frequently as the HRCCC's as noted in the following comments:
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Cross Section of communities viewpoints of necessary works.  Trying to coordinate natural
resources activity in the Herbert Catchment.

The level of awareness of ICM to Canegrowers has been slow.  Formation of the group went
well.  The formation of a strategic plan has been slow.  The ICM group did become involved
with issues as they arose, but had no policy at that stage.  This is being addressed now.

Too early to tell.
People from significant backgrounds starting to talk and share ideas.  This has proven to be a
slow process.

Works on the mining sites in the upper catchment.

The only achievement I see is the controlling of the mining operations in the Herberton area.
This has caused major siltation in the Herbert River.  This siltation has caused very dirty water
for the residents of the Hinchinbrook Shire.  I feel there are too many meetings, too much
talking - more positive decision making required.

Formulation of a management strategy.  Formulation of Upper Catchment subcommittee.

Coordination of the mapping of total catchment and drawing up of catchment management
plan.

Bringing together different group problems and trying to solve them.

The comments above focus on the HRCCC as a process.  Progress has been tentative and
hesitant, and members indicate a moderate level of satisfaction with progress to date (Table 4.1).
This is not surprising given the absence of many tangible achievements at the time the survey
was undertaken.  The preceding comments also suggest that the process has been more difficult
and slower than members anticipated.  There is no single correct approach to doing ICM.
When the transition is made from HRCCC as a process to HRCCC as a product, higher levels of
satisfaction could be anticipated.  The need for ICM is reflected by the perception that resource
management issues have increased in importance over the last 12 months (Table 4.2).

The HRCCC offers both a need and opportunity to demonstrate one possible integrated
approach to water and related resource management.  This survey represents a benchmark
against which the development of the HRCCC program can be measured.

Table 4.1:  How satisfied are you with progress in the CCC.
1 2 3 4 5

HRCCC 1 1 3 5 1

0 = no response, 1 = very unsatisfied, 2 = unsatisfied, 3 = neither satisfied nor unsatisfied, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very
satisfied

Table 4.2:  In the last 12 months, the importance of resource management issues has:
Catchment Increased Stayed the Same Decreased No response
Herbert 8 2 1

General Issues in the Herbert River Catchment

The most important local issues were perceived to be (Table 4.3) too much government
regulation, land valuation, unemployment, water quantity issues, nature conservation,  agricultural
land degradation, crime
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There is reasonable parity among all issues - no single issue is perceived to dominate the region.
Instead, there are multiple, yet interdependent issues.  For instance, too much government
regulation and land valuation can be considered as 'institutional or governance issues' which are
likely long-term and chronic problems

However, it is unclear whether government is part of the problem rather than a symptom of
other problems.  If the HRCCC's forthcoming strategy is to effectively address this institutional
issue, it must conduct socioeconomic and policy related studies to complement the biophysical
inventories and analyses which tend to dominate resource planning activities.  By understanding
present management practices, the HRCCC can consider how government regulation can be
reduced while maintaining or enhancing outcomes.

Table 4.3:  In your opinion, what is the significance of the following issues in your catchment?
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Social issues
   Schools 3 2 4 2
   Crime 1 2 5 2 1
   Unemployment 2 7 1 1
   Health care 1 4 4 1 1
Economic  issues
   Land valuation 1 5 5
   High government spending 1 2 1 2 2 1 2
   High taxes 1 3 3 4
Institutional issues
   Too much government  regulation 2 2 7
Natural resource management issues
   Agric. land degradation. problems 1 5 1 4
   Water quality problems 3 3 1 4
   Water quantity problems 1 4 2 4
   Nature conservation 1 3 4 3

0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don't know

4.3 Resource Management Issues in the Herbert River Catchment

The most important resource management issues in the catchment were perceived to be (Table
4.4) - rural drainage,  allocation of sugar caneland, stream bed and bank erosion,  urban flooding,
land clearing
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Table 4.4: In your opinion, what is the significance of the following issues in your catchment:
Affects the catchment 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Agricultural and degradation problems
   Crop land degradation 2 3 3 2 1
   Grazing land degradation 1 1 4 3 2
   Soil salinity 3 2 1 2 3
   Weeds 4 7
   Insects and disease on crops 3 2 4 2
   Urban expansion onto farm lands 4 2 3 1 1
   Allocation of caneland 2 5 4
   Land clearing 1 3 3 3 1
Water quality problems
   Surface water salinity 2 3 3 1 2
   Wastewater management 4 1 2 3 1
   Surface water nutrient enrichment 2 3 1 3 2
   Pesticides in waterways 3 5 1 2
   Groundwater quality 1 1 4 3 1 1
   Acid soils 2 3 4 1 1
   Stream bed and bank erosion 1 1 7 2
Water quantity problems
   Surface water availability 2 1 3 2 2 1
   Groundwater availability 2 2 5 1 1
   Rural flooding and water.... 1 1 2 6 1
   Rural drainage 1 7 3
   Urban flooding 1 8 2
Nature conservation
   State forests and National Parks 2 6 1 1 1
   Instream and outstream water use conflicts 2 1 4 2 2
   Dryland veg. habitat loss 2 3 3 3
   Freshwater  habitat. loss.... 2 2 2 3 1 1
   Coastal wetland habitat. loss 2 2 1 4 1 1
   Barriers to fish migration 2 3 4 2
Other/s
   Lack of water storage infrastructure 1

0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don't know

Rural drainage was perceived to be the most significant natural resource issue, and supports the
view that water quantity problems were the most important general resource issue confronting
people in the catchment.  It was closely followed by the remaining issues.  Rural drainage,
flooding and erosion represent longstanding issues in the lower Herbert River catchment.
Caneland allocation and land clearing reflect more recent concerns.  Other emerging issues
which were mentioned frequently during interviews with local and state government officials
include acid sulphate soils.  This item received a very modest ranking from members.  Upstream
water issues such as water availability were viewed as low to moderate in significance.

The previously mentioned socioeconomic and policy studies should likely focus on rural drainage
and caneland allocation.  When completed, the HRCCC can determine the role it and other
relevant interests should play in improving current practice.

Impacts of Resource Management Problems

The four most important impacts of these resource management problems on the people of the
catchment were perceived to be (Table 4.5) loss of confidence in government to manage
resources effectively, drinking water quality,  higher production costs,  higher taxes
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These issues and impacts focus on government s role in resource management.  The concern
suggests that among other concerns, the HRCCC should consider how effectively its
forthcoming strategy and activities will enhance present government performance

Table 4.5: What is the significance of the impact of these natural resource issues on people in
the catchment, the following rankings were presented:
HERBERT

Catchment 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Aesthetic and Recreational Impacts

   Access to recreation 1 2 1 3 3 1

   Environmental amenities 1 1 2 4 3

   Loss of scenic values 1 6 2 1 1

Environmental and Life Support Impacts

   Drinking water quality 3 4 4

   Human health 1 2 3 2 2 1

   Fishery decline 1 1 3 5 1

Functional Resource Impacts

   High cost of water 1 1 4 2 2 1

   Loss of farm productivity 1 1 3 4 2

   Higher production costs 1 2 5 3

   Shortage of irrigation water 2 3 5 1

   Higher taxes 1 3 5 2

Social-Psychological Impacts

   Loss of independence to make (farm) decisions 1 3 3 3 1

   Emotional stress on individuals 1 4 2 3 1

   Conflicts with other resource users 2 6 2 1

   Loss of confidence in government’s ability to manage natural resources 2 1 3 5

0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don't know.

Support from Constituent Groups

Since ICM is to foster coordination between landholders, community action groups and
government agencies in their land and water resource management activities, a series a questions
concerned the perceived level of support and how this support was earned (Tables 4.6-4.18).

HRCCC members perceived a strong level of support from the Queensland Department of
Primary Industries, the Sugar Infrastructure Improvement Package (SIIP) program, and rural
producers.  Relatively less support was provided by Local Government, State Government
Politicians, and the Department of Lands (now part of new Department of Natural
Resources)The public was perceived to have: (i) a low to moderate level of awareness about
natural resource issues and associated impacts, (ii) low to moderate level of support to solve
natural resource issues; and (iii) supported the local CCC program at a very low to moderate
level.

These trends have implications for the extent and nature of partnerships which the HRCCC has
developed.  Implementation of ICM is to foster  whole-of-government approach to water and
land management.  Given that many important agencies are participating ineffectively in the
HRCCC process, this goal may be difficult to achieve.  The perceived level of public support
suggests that promoting community understanding of integrated resource management could
also impair effective implementation of ICM.  However, the HRCCC is aware of these potential
shortcomings and can be addressed during the catchment strategy information process.
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4.4 Institutional Structure for ICM

Effective implementation of ICM in the Herbert River Catchment is perceived to be hindered
primarily by (Tables 4.19-23),  poor understanding of problems (Table 4.19),  lack of clear and
immediate economic benefits (Table 4.19),  high cost of solutions (Table 4.19),  long time frame
to see benefits (Table 4.19),  lack of trust in government-sponsored programs (Table 4.20),
public s lack of interest in community-based activities (Table 4.20), lack of financial resources
within the community (Table 4.20), large size of the Herbert River Catchment (Table 4.20), ICM
lacks clear goals and objectives. (Table 4.21),  lack of consensus by HRCCC on objectives (Table
4.21).

While members believed that technical solutions could solve many resource problems in the
catchment, many factors detract from their feasibility (Table 4.19)In the absence of adequate
funding arrangements among senior and local governments, private interests, NGOs and
property owners, the adequacy of any technical solution must be questioned.  The poor
understanding of resource problems seems to contradict the confidence placed in technical
solutions, and reflects the reality of uncertainty often associated with all approaches to resource
management

If technical solutions are beyond the financial capacity of the catchment community, behavioural
solutions  might be sought.  However, members questioned the public's willingness to adopt
community-based initiatives (like ICM) and it lacked confidence in government-sponsored
initiatives.  The HRCCC should consider how  effectively its public information program and
forthcoming strategy address these catchment-based shortcomings.  Behavioural change by all
resource managers is likely required to effectively solve the catchment's priority problems.  Part
of this change can be fostered through a  visible commitment by state and local leaders to ICM.

Factors Assisting the Effective Implementation of ICM

Effective implementation of ICM in the Herbert River catchment is perceived to be aided
primarily by (Tables 4.19-4.23) the role of the Chairman, Coordinator, and members (Tables 4.9
and 4.14), the representativeness of the membership of the wider catchment community (Table
4.22), and the view that technical solutions can solve resource management problems in the
catchment (Table 4.19).

Clearly, members generally value the contribution which they make, and in particular the efforts
made by the Chair and Coordinator.  This belief is very appropriate given the voluntary nature
of ICM.  However, given the significance of these people, it is unclear how the state has
supported the professional development of any of these individuals.  While the State
Government has allowed catchment committees to utilise their own means to produce the
catchment strategy, it has not demonstrated clear leadership in facilitating an effective exchange
of information among groups and provided for skill development. These items deserve effective
action in the immediate future.

While HRCCC members believe they effectively represent the catchment community, one
member was concerned that it was speaking "too much behind closed doors and not informing
the public."  This raises issues concerning how HRCCC members provide feedback to their
constituent groups.  However, the relationship between representative and constituent group is
tenuous because, according to one member, "too many of the members of the CCC, have
affiliations to too many other organisations.  Some have 6 to 8 organisation involvements."
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4.5 Summary and Implications

Integrated Catchment Management is a resource policy initiative for redressing the fragmented
responses of the past and solve some of the complex problems of the present.  While it is still
too early to determine the efficacy of the approach, there appears to be considerable merit.  The
HRCCC has sustained its multi-stakeholder membership for over two years and the forthcoming
release of the catchment strategy provide many challenges.

The importance of local leadership, particularly from the Chair, coordinator and members are
perceived as extremely important in establishing credibility among other private and public
resource managers.  However, there are few opportunities for these individuals to obtain the
skills, and systematically exchange experiences with other CCCs.

Some obstacles to effective implementation are perceived to be outside the influence of the
catchment.  These include the lack of clear and immediate benefits, and the high cost of
solutions.  Issues which the HRCCC can influence concern the perceptions that: (i) there is a
lack of trust in government initiatives; (ii) there is a lack of interest in community activities; and
(iii) there is a lack of clear goals regarding ICM objectives.  Changing general public and specific
resource manager attitudes and behaviours is a considerable challenge, but one which must be
met if effective implementation is to be realised.  The consultations which will occur after the
release of the HRCCC strategy will be critical in determining the ultimate success and failure of
the program

If and when that strategy is adopted, it will be years before the benefits of any HRCCC initiatives
are realised.  Consequently, the ultimate performance should be monitored over a long time
frame.  That performance will ultimately be measured through the reduction in resource
conflicts and the improved well being of residents within the catchment.

Table 4.6: What is the level of public awareness about these natural resource issues and
associated impacts?
Catchment No response Very low Low Low to Mod. Moderate Mod. to High High Very High
Herbert River 5 1 4 1

Table 4.7: What do you consider to be the strength of public support to solve these natural
resource issues in your catchment?
Catchment No response Very low Low Moderate High Very High
Herbert River 6 4

Table 4.8: What level of public support do you believe your CCC has?
Catchment Very low Low Low to Mod Moderate High Very high
Herbert 2 2 6 1

Table 4.9:  How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from the public?
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
The State Government's ICM policy statement 2 2 6 1
Local government political support 4 4 3
Local government agencies support 3 5 3
State government political support 3 7 1
State government agencies support 1 4 6
Good financial resources of CCC 5 2 3 1
Efforts of the CCC Chair 1 2 4 4
Efforts of the CCC Coordinator 4 6 1
Positive outcomes associated with CCC activities 3 4 4
Support from relevant industry and community groups 1 2 5 3

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know)
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Table 4.10: How effectively have the efforts of your CCC group been accepted by other government
agencies within the Herbert?
Catchment Very

ineffectively
Ineffectively Neither Effectively Effectively to

very effectively
Very
Effectively

Herbert 2 8 1

Table 4.11:  How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from other agencies?
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
The State Government's ICM policy statement 4 2 4
Local government political support 4 3 4
Local government agencies support 3 2 5 1
State government political support 1 9 1
State government agencies support 5 6
Good financial resources of CCC 5 4 2
Efforts of the CCC Chair 4 4 3
Efforts of the CCC Coordinator 3 8
Positive outcomes associated with CCC activities 2 4 4
Support from relevant industry and community groups 7 4

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know)

Table 4.12:  How effectively have the efforts of your CCC been accepted by relevant local industry and
community organisations?
Catchment Very

ineffectively
Ineffectively Neither Effectively Effectively to very

effectively
Very Effectively

Herbert 1 2 8

Table 4.13:  How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from relevant industry
and community organisations?
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

The State Government's ICM policy statement 4 2 4 1
Local government political support 3 5 3
Local government agencies support 2 5 3 1
State government political support 4 5 2
State government agencies support 5 6
Good financial resources of CCC 3 5 2 1
Efforts of the CCC Chair 2 3 6
Efforts of the CCC Coordinator 3 5 3
Positive outcomes associated with CCC activities 2 2 7
Support from relevant industry and community groups 1 1 3 5 1

(0 = no response, 1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, 5 = very high, 6 = NA/don’t know)

Table 4.14: How effective has the involvement of the following groups been to the CCC?
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Rural producers 1 1 7 2
Local government politicians 3 1 6 1
Local government administrators 3 2 5 1
State government politicians 4 5 1 1
State government agencies:

DPI 1 5 5
DEH 2 2 5 1
Housing, Local Government. & Planning 3 4 2 2
Dept of Lands 2 4 5

Valley Trusts (or similar) 1 2 1 6 1
Drainage Board/s 1 2 7 1
Sugar Industry Infrastructure Package Program 1 2 4 4
0 = no response, 1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective, 3 = neither, 4 = effective, 5 = very effective, 6 = NA/don’t
know)
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Table 4.15:  How clear to you is the role(s) of the following groups in the local ICM process?
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
QDPI 1 1 7 2
QDE 3 8
Qld Dept. Lands 1 3 1 6
Dept Housing, Local Government. &
Planning

1 3 1 5 1

Wet Tropics Management Agency 2 4 4
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Auth. 2 1 7 1
River Improvement Trust 2 2 5 2
Drainage boards 2 2 5 2
Cane Assignment Committees 2 1 1 5 2
Local Government 2 1 6 2
National Landcare Program 3 5 2 1
Industry Groups (total) 2 1 5 3

Sugar 2
CSR 3
Canegrowers 1
CU 1

Other community groups (total) 9 1 1
Development. Bureau 1

Environmental groups (total) 5 1 2 2 1
WPS 1 1

Other/s (Nil listed)
0 = no response, 1 = very unclear, 2 = unclear, 3 = neither, 4 = clear, 5 = very clear, 6 = NA/don’t know

Table 4.16: Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from QDPI has:
Catchment No response Decreased Decreased - Remained

the Same
Remained the
Same

Increased

Herbert 2 2 3
4

Changes that have occurred:

Herbert
• Don't know if there has been any changes
• More DPI personnel available for advice; some increased special purpose funding; support

for a student to work in the catchment.
 
Table 4.17: Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from other state

and local agencies, and other external funding organisations (eg. National Landcare
Program) has:

Catchment No response Decreased Remained the Same Increased
Herbert 2 6 3

Changes that have occurred:

Herbert
• As above - I am not aware of the detailed breakdown of contributions.
• Approval of funding for a Landcare project.

Table 4.18: How effectively do you believe the news media presents your CCC’s position on an
issue?
Catchment Very ineffectively Ineffectively Neither Effectively Very Effectively
Herbert 2 2 2 4 1
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What could or should be done at state/local levels to improve the acceptance and
involvement of relevant groups in the Herbert River CCC process?

Herbert River
More public news items.  School promotions.  Industry promotions at grower level.

More available funds, so that the community as a whole can see some useful work being
completed instead of hearing of numerous studies being done with no effective follow-up work
being obvious.

Continue to support with financial and technical back up

I think the CCC has to prove its credibility.

Greater public consultation and "listening" to public opinion

Increase public awareness of issues eg. organised articles in paper exploring issues to raise
awareness.  Can be difficult to manage when local "experts" get wound up.

Recognise the role of the CCC through legislation (The Chair believes the CCC is simply an
advisory group).

The first thing that should be done is change the structure of the present CCC committee.
There are members in it who do not have the confidence of the community at large.  Their trust
is gone and new faces and new ideas must be implemented.  Many of the members have their
fixed views which are not acceptable to the community.  The next question has some clues.

Greater involvement of local council - information swapping and cooperation prior to action by
council.  Use of CCC as database and advisory agency - high level of local knowledge on varied
topics in group.

Much more media publicity on CCC objectives and achievements.  More funding for specific
projects.

Increase the public's awareness of  CCC.

Table 4.19:  Tractability of the Issues:  The implementation of ICM in your catchment is
difficult because:
HERBERT 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
11a Resource management problems are not well understood 1 8 2
11b Technical solutions are not feasible 7 1 1 2
11c The impacts of mismanagement are long term and incremental 1 1 7 2
11d There is no single acute resource management issue within the catchment 5 5 1
11e The high level of behavioural change required 1 6 4

11f The long time frame between implementing a solution and seeing the benefits 2 5 4
11g The high cost of known solutions 2 7 2
11h The high level of change required from existing government agencies 1 1 6 3
11i The absence of clear and immediate economic benefits 8 3
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Institutional Arrangements and Finance

Table 4.20:  Institutional Arrangements and Finance.  The implementation of ICM in your
catchment is difficult because:
HERBERT Strongly

disagree
(1)

Disagree

(2)

Neither

(3)

Agree

(4)

Strongly
Agree

(5)

NA/don’t
know

(6)
22a Large size of catchment (or poor
transportation links between parts of catchment)

1 10

22b Wide variety of values and beliefs among
CCC members

3 5 3

22c  Media don’t report resource issues
accurately

4 1 4 2

22d  Some important constituency groups are
not represented on the ICM committee

9 1 1

22e  Perception that ICM has been forced on
the catchment by the state government

1 5 2 1 1 1

22f   Lack of an effective level of interest by
CCC members

1 4 3 2 1

22g  Public’s lack of trust in state/local
government-sponsored initiatives

2 1 5 3

22h  Public’s lack of interest in community type
activities

2 1 5 3

22i  The lack of financial resources within the
community

2 1 5 3

Other/s:
• Lacks specificity and “teeth” to solve public issues - Rating 4 (Agree)
• Ecology vs. development and expansion; downstream effects ignored by upstream

development - Rating 5 (Strongly agree)

Table 4.21: HRCCC Process:   Rate your level of agreement with the following statements
concerning the operations of the CCC
HERBERT 1 2 3 4 5 6
23a The objectives of the local ICM are very clear to all members 1 5 4 1
23b There is a strong consensus among CCC members concerning what the CCC
should do

1 6 3 1

23c The CCC should coordinate state and local government resource management
programs

2 8 1

23d The CCC should prioritise resource management problems in the catchment 1 7 3
23e The CCC should provide a forum for conflict resolution among resource users 1 2 6 2
23f The local ICM process has or will resolve resource conflicts in an open manner 1 1 4 4 1
23g The CCC should educate the public about the catchment’s resource management
problems and solutions

1 6 4

23h The CCC should provide a forum for information sharing within and between
public and private resource managers

1 3 7

23I The CCC should prepare a strategic resource management plan 5 6
23j The CCC should facilitate the implementation of resource management initiatives
noted in the strategic plan

7 4

23k The CCC should identify a common set of policies which will be implemented by
relevant resource managers within the catchment

7 4

23l The CCC should make private resource managers/owners more responsible for
the impacts arising from their activities

2 1 5 3

23m The CCC should stimulate community or regional development 3 2 4 2
23n The CCC should be providing individuals with technical advice on solutions to
natural resource issues

1 1 1 4 4

23o The activities of our CCC have been effectively coordinated with the activities of
other state and local government agencies

3 1 6 1

23p  The membership of the CCC effectively represents the interests of the catchment
community

1 1 8 1

23q At CCC meetings, all CCC members participate actively 2 2 7
23r The local ICM process has or will resolve resource conflicts effectively 3 5 3
23s The local ICM process has or will resolve resource conflicts efficiently 1 2 5 3
23t The ICM process is very responsive to local needs 1 2 8
23u The CCC is solving the priority natural resource management problems in the
catchment

1 1 2 6 1
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1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree, 6 = NA/don’t know

Personal Motivations

Table 4.22: Average hours per month devoted to ICM:
Catchment Position Hours/mth
Herbert Chair 15
Herbert Member 15
Herbert Member 10
Herbert Member 6
Herbert Member 6
Herbert Member 6
Herbert Member 6
Herbert Member 5
Herbert Member 4
Herbert Member 4
Herbert Member 3

Table 4.23: Identify your level of agreement with the following statements:
HERBERT Strongly

disagree
(1)

Disagree

(2)

Neither

(3)

Agree

(4)

Strongly
Agree

(5)
28a The amount of time I devote to ICM significantly
interferes with my own business/job requirements

1 4 2 4

28b The amount of time I devote to ICM significantly
interferes with my family commitments

1 6 1 3

28c My involvement with the CCC causes significant out-
of-pocket expenses

1 4 5 1

28d I find being a member of the CCC personally
rewarding because I can contribute to the community

3 7 1

28e  I find being a member of the CCC personally
rewarding because I care about natural resource
management

8 3

28f  I find being a member of the CCC personally
rewarding because I can meet other members of the
community who can influence resource management
decision making

9 2

28g I find being a member of the CCC frustrating 1 3 2 3 2
28h I see my role in the CCC as a short-term commitment 1 6 1 3
28i A CCC’s member’s role is to provide their personal
views on resource management issues at CCC meetings

3 2 6

28j A CCC member’s role is to represent the resource
management views of their constituency group at CCC
meetings

8

28k A CCC member’s role is to provide a catchment-wide
perspective of natural resource management issues at
CCC meetings.

3 6

Question 29  Further comments
A possible problem associated with ICM in the Herbert River District is that it is virtually a
single industry catchment - this gives the sugar and allied industries a fair bit of punch.  My
personal opinion (possibly cynical) is that certain issues - expansion, drainage, wet land
reclamation, river improvement???, use of pesticides and herbicides - may not be consistent with
the ideal of ecologically sustainable development.  To varying degrees, these practices can be
detrimental to natural flora and fauna,  also downstream users of the catchment and adjacent
lands and waters.

If ICM is to succeed, I repeat that a new concept of information and advice must be found.
The present views of "so called elected people" eg. Hinchinbrook Council, Canegrowers
representatives, CSR and a few other organisations, must be got rid of.   Unbiased people who
will adopt common sense and reasoning and have a knowledge of all existing problems must be
considered quickly.  The above-named organisations do not know the trust of the community
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and I fear that if the present scenario continues, ICM will fail.  People want action not to be
asked to go to meetings continually.  There have been millions of dollars already wasted.  Let’s
be constructive and not destructive

Comments on pages 2 and 3:  We are being strangled by Bureaucrats who don't know the "grass
roots" of problems.  Over budgeting and serious lack of communication with the public.

The issues of Riparian Vegetation on existing cane land is a major issue with the potential of
causing anxiety if not managed carefully.  The issue of river management that is sand bars,
instream vegetation and levies that can be rationalised has to be resolved.  The level of meeting
attendance is a problem and does effect continuity of the decision making process.  The lack of a
street frontage office I think effects our ICM public accessibility.  There would be extra costs
with it but it should be looked at.

Changes that have occurred:
Pomona subdivision - CCC responded with inspections and some publicity.  No further action
taken and in hindsight a lost opportunity.  Erosion control works in Herbert River at Long
Pocket region and was successful in funding.  Cattle Creek drainage - to be dealt with in 1996.
Trebonne Creek drainage - to be dealt with in 1996.

Mahogany glider conservation plan - response in progress

Main issue is Mahogany Glider habitat conservation is all out clearing for cane expansion.  CCC
sat on fence and failed to comment (deliberately) on gross environmental vandalism in clearing
creek beds and banks on Pomona Station.  Even the council is now complaining about failure to
observe 10m buffer on creek but still ICM holds the "must be polite" line.

The CCC has made very broad comments condemning expansion in Pomona, the group could
have been more forceful in their statements but have taken a "political approach."

It is my opinion that the CCC is speaking too much behind closed doors and not informing the
public for support etc.  Too many of the members of the CCC, have affiliations to too many
other organisations.  Some have 6 to 8 organisation involvements.  The CCC chairman is a Shire
Councillor and deputy chairman of the Hinchinbrook Shire, Chairman of Works, member of the
Herbert River Improvement Trust, a member of the Rural Drainage Proposed Board and he is
involved in several other committees.  He and several others in the CCC should not be on the
CCC Board.  These people should be replaced because they cannot make a decision that is good
for all the organisations they represent.  Fingers in too many pies.  I enclose a copy of the
Herbert River Express dated December 5th which outlines my views on why I oppose the
decision making capacity of the Trust member, Cr. Barnes.  I and the organisation I represent
have been asking for this work to be done for more than 15 years.  When it could be done
cheaply, now we see a very high cost involved.  Too much talking and very little factual work has
been performed.

Extensive land clearing due to caneland expansion.  Mahogany Gliders Issue has possibly made
some people more environmentally aware.  Also created friction between landowners and
government agencies.

An increasing awareness of the need for water storage for agriculture in the upper catchment.
ICM will be coordinating and monitoring any moves in this direction.

Buffer zones on land clearing.
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A loss of confidence on government’s ability to manage resources was the most significant
impact.  A decline in drinking water quality, higher production costs, higher taxes, and emotional
stress on individuals were also highly ranked.

PART 5  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

These conclusions are couched in terms of the evaluation model presented in S1.2.

5.1 Problem Definition

It is crucial to the evaluation of the ICM process to identify what is the problem and how it affects
the policy implementation process.  For this purpose, it is convenient to disaggregate resource
management into technical and socio-economic dimensions (without losing sight of their close
interdependencies).   From a technical point of view resource management is finding effective
mechanisms to address specific well defined biophysical problems such as soil erosion, flooding,
nutrient enrichment, unreliable water supplies, loss of biodiversity.  The solutions are defined in
terms of land management practices, engineering structures, input usage and similar hard
technological matters.   From a socio-economic point of view, resources management is a matter of
designing and implementing socially acceptable and effective solutions and preventative actions
to these same problems through awareness raising and education, economic, administrative and
legal measures

The survey revealed that there are clear enough technical solutions to many of the natural
resources management problems in Queensland.  These have been canvassed and promoted in
some cases for decades and longer - eg floodplain management, soil erosion control,
groundwater depletion and acidification.  In the Herbert for example there have been three
flood studies and three drainage studies over the past twenty years.  The proposed technical
solutions have been similar in each case, but the resources management problem still exists
because of lack of implementation.

Other emergent problems, such as biodiversity conservation and nutrient enrichment of
waterways are not so well defined in technical terms, and ICM groups where these are key issues
have greater difficulty focusing their priorities and activities.  They need research support to gain
a greater understanding of the processes involved and to demonstrate the necessity and
effectiveness of technological solutions.

In a very large State like Queensland, there is a wide diversity of issues.  While it may be possible
to “regionalise” resources management to gain some efficiencies, this diversity limits the degree
of diffusion of technical solutions that can occur from catchment to catchment.  This makes
ICM much more difficult to implement than other more pervasive public policies such as health
care, education and engineering construction standards for example.

All the respondents acknowledged the difficulty of promoting a program with relatively few
immediate benefits but often with immediate cost imposition on land holders.  This problem is
intrinsic to ICM, and can only be alleviated by a change in ethics in the community as a whole.
It would be assisted by technical and economic data that demonstrated the severity of the
problems and reality of the long term benefits.  Those catchments with more apparent and
visible resource issues (such as water shortages or acute soil erosion) will have a better chance of
focussing community attention.

The integrated approach emphasises that there is not a single issue but a multitude of
interdependent issues that must be addressed.  It is difficult for society to solve single
environmental issues - extremely difficult to establish means to address interdependent issues.
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The Queensland ICM program is part of the struggle to move from sectoral approaches to
resources management to an integrated whole of landscape approach.  The survey revealed that
the biggest obstacle to ICM is the process within the community and within government to
redress and prevent resource management problems - social processes to apply technological
solutions.   There is no well tested solution to this problem as a  guide to action.  Not
surprisingly, this change of philosophy is accompanied by uncertainty and resistance especially
when the way forward is not signposted.

The traditions of the past within government and the relationships between different groups in
the community must change.  Attitudes of land owners and managers, conservationists and
government officials in sectoral agencies with a long record of sectoral thinking must also
change.  This is the major problem facing integrated resources management and ICM in
particular.

The move towards an integrated approach to natural resources management has come at a time
when community expectations about environment and resources issues have increased.  In some
cases these changes have been rapid and the shift in resource management and economic goals
magnifies the extent of attitude and behaviour change required.  For example, twenty years ago,
farmers were encouraged to develop natural resources such as irrigation, tree clearing for grazing,
clearing and drainage for agriculture.  Recently, they have been asked to revise their practices
substantially.

These changing requirements for resource management have to a considerable extent been
isolated from the economic development decision making process although their are promising
signs that the merger of resource and environmental issues with economic development issues is
beginning to occur in rural areas of the State.  For example decisions on water resources
development, agricultural expansion, water control, use rights and land tenure, resources
extraction are becoming the concern of ICM groups.  In order to do this successfully, further
and more pervasive behaviour change will be required by the major players in natural resources
management.  At present the ICM program is largely limited in scope to a relationship between
farmers and the Department of Natural resources (formerly Primary Industries).  Sustainable
development requires a whole of government and a whole of community approach to decision
about resources and economic issues.

5.2 Context for ICM

The Queensland ICM program has been active only since 1990.  Consequently a major
constraint to this evaluation is the relatively short period of time that CCCs have been in
existence and the opportunities they have to bring about change.  A progression of activities was
recognised from organisational activities - public awareness and involvement - issues generation -
catchment planning - technical studies - implementation.  Judging from the diversity of
responses, it requires approximately five years before a CCC will reach maturity along this
spectrum.   A considerable amount of time is taken establishing the CCC, creating some
coherence amongst its members, learning the challenges and opportunities and having the
platform for planning and implementation.

Perhaps for the reason that ICM requires a complex process of social learning there was a
disturbing low level of satisfaction amongst the respondents at the state level (especially the
Coordinators).

CCCs have to contend with low awareness in the general public about resources management
issues and a general resistance to external intervention.   A surprising, consistent and very
significant result from the survey was respondents universal view that there is too much
government regulation.  People in rural Australia resent government controls on land use
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whether they arise from World Heritage listing and conservation generally, tree clearing
regulations, water and land management regulations, changes to land tenure and land rights laws.
There is a clear message here that landholders in particular will resist any solution to ICM
problems that involve state and Australian government regulations.

Respondents accepts the significance of NRM issues which were rated equally with major
economic issues such as unemployment or social issues such as crime or health care in terms of
importance.

DNR is the lead agency for ICM which was perceived to be a successful partnership between
DNR and the rural land owner interests and not much more than that. There was a widely held
view that local governments, both politically and at officer level have not been involved
effectively in the ICM process.

Despite the need for ICM to integrate across government agencies there is a clear absence of a
“whole of government” approach , commitment or involvement in ICM.  State politicians
seemed to ignore ICM and there was ineffective, even counter productive involvement of some
state agencies.  While there was no reported hostility from politicians, agency staff and
community groups, it seems that CCCs must create these supporting links themselves with little
support from outside.  A program with such ambitious goals for integration must cope with the
lack of interest and commitment from some essential stakeholders.

On a positive note there was wide agreement about the supportive role of the media and of the
essential role that the CCCs, its Chairs and Coordinators play in gaining support from the
stakeholders.  Clearly, the ability of these people is critical to the success of individual ICM
programs.  The study could not assess these abilities and what skills are essential, personal or
technical.

5.3  Institutional Structure

Queenslands ICM program has very broad, and from a community point of view somewhat
nebulous goals.  This might create scope for specification at the local level but it also provides
relatively little guidance to newly formed CCCs.  There is general agreement on the ultimate
purpose of ICM,  but also a wide spread of opinions as to the purpose and operation of CCC
among the various individuals and catchments in the State.  Perhaps this is not a deficiency of
the program given that it is intended to be community based.  It is also based on social-learning
and the extent to which the goals were prescriptive from the top down, the program would limit
local ownership.

Financial resources for a program with such ambitious goals has been erratic and low (about the
same as the operating costs for the parliamentary refectory).  A key source of funds has been the
NLP, without which ICM would struggle to survive.  CCCs are required to find funding on their
own initiative rather than use established revenue sources as do most public programs.  They
have no revenue raising capacities.  There is a lack of confidence in government funding for
implementation which is of particular concern given that once CCCs have been established and
created strategies, their requirement for funds for on-ground works will increase their financial
requirements.  Planning is inexpensive relative to action.

As discussed above, CCCs have not had effective involvement from local governments nor from
key agencies with statutory resources management responsibilities.  As coordinating focus for
mainstream decisions affecting resources, ICM have not yet been successful.  Examples of
important resources management decisions which could have focussed on, or at least specifically
include ICM include:
• approval of mining projects
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• tree clearing guidelines
• Water Policy under the state Environmental Protection Act
• regional planning under the Local Government Planning and Environment Act
• wildlife conservation programs
None of the relevant statutes or policies incorporates ICM at this time.

CCCs are served by a cadre of competent and enthusiastic coordinators.  There is no career path
from them and apart from the State Coordinators Conference, no tailored professional
development activities.  Their network is however strong.
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APPENDIX 1

QUEENSLAND ICM  COORDINATOR'S  SURVEY

Background

1. Which catchment do you represent?                                                            

2. How long have you lived in this catchment?            years

3. What year did you assume your present responsibilities?              

4. When you assumed your present position, what did you expect the CCC to accomplish by this time?

5. Since assuming your current responsibilities, how well has the CCC met your expectations:  (please tick):

            very well
            well
            moderately well
            not well
            not very well

Context of ICM with other issues

6. In your opinion, what is the significance of the following issues  in your catchment? Rate using the
following scale:

1 = very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

            Provision of schools
            High crime rate
            High unemployment
            Public health care
            Ineffective land valuation for municipal tax purposes
            High level of spending by government
            High taxes
            Government inefficiency
            Too much government regulation
            Agricultural land problems (e.g. soil salinity, urban development)
            Water quality problems (e.g. nutrient enrichment, dirty drinking water)
            Water quantity problems (e.g. flooding, poor drainage)
            Degradation of natural environment  (e.g. habitat loss)

7. In your opinion, what is the significance of the following natural resource management problems in your
catchment?  Rate using the following scale:

 1 =  very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5  = very low
6  = not applicable

            Erosion of crop land
            Productivity decline of crop land
            Erosion of grazing land
            Productivity decline of grazing land
            Soil salinity
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            Weed problems
            Insects and disease on crops
            Urban expansion into agricultural lands
            Land clearing
            Surface water salinity
            Surface water nutrient enrichment (algae)
            Pesticides in waterways
            Degradation of freshwater/aquatic natural life
            Groundwater quality
            Acid soils
            Surface water availability
            Wastewater management
            Allocation of cane land
            Management of public land
            Groundwater availability
            Rural flooding
            Rural drainage
            Urban flooding
            Urban drainage
            Instream and offstream water use conflicts
            Stream bed and bank erosion
            Dryland vegetation habitat loss
            Freshwater habitat loss
            Coastal wetland habitat loss
            Barriers to fish migration
            Others (list)                                                                                                            

8. In your opinion, what is the significance of the impacts associated with these natural resource problems on
the people in the catchment?  Rate using the following scale:

1 = very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

            loss of scenic land values
            loss of other environmental amenities (e.g. wildlife habitat)
            higher cost of water supplies
            loss of on-farm productivity
            degraded drinking water quality
            personal health problems
            emotional stress for individuals
            significant conflicts with other resource users
            higher  taxes
            decline in recreational and/or commercial  fishery
            loss of  access to other recreational activities
            loss of confidence in government's ability to manage resources effectively
            Other (specify)                                                                                                      

9. Who do you believe is most responsible for solving these resource management problems? (Please tick)

            individuals (e.g. producers, landowners)
            local CCC
            Local Government
          Other local agencies/interests (e.g. Valley Trust, Drainage Board, CANEGROWERS, industry)

(specify)                                                                 
          State Government
            Commonwealth Government
            GBRMPA
            Others (specify)
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10. In your opinion, what is the level of public awareness about these natural resource problems and
associated impacts?  Rate using the following scale:

1 = very high
  2 = high

3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

            Erosion of crop land
            Productivity decline of crop land
            Erosion of grazing land
            Productivity decline of grazing land
            Soil salinity
            Weed problems
            Insects and disease on crops
            Urban expansion into agricultural lands
            Land clearing
            Surface water salinity
            Surface water nutrient enrichment (algae)
            Pesticides in waterways
            Degradation of freshwater/aquatic natural life
            Groundwater quality
            Acid soils
            Surface water availability
            Wastewater management
            Allocation of cane land
            Management of public land
            Groundwater availability
            Rural flooding
            Rural drainage
            Urban flooding
            Urban drainage
            Instream and offstream water use conflicts
            Stream bed and bank erosion
            Dryland vegetation habitat loss
            Freshwater habitat loss
            Coastal wetland habitat loss
            Barriers to fish migration
            Others (list)                                                                                                            

11. How strong is public support regarding the need for the ICM process to solve these natural resource
problems in your catchment? (Please tick)

            very high
            high
            moderate
            low
            very low

12. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements concerning how the nature of resource
management problems in your catchment affects implementation of ICM according to the following scale:

1 = completely agree
2 = agree
3 = neither agree nor disagree
4 = disagree
5 = completely disagree

12a.           The lack of an appropriate  technical solution to the natural resource management problems in
this catchment seriously detracts from effective implementation.

12b.           Because resource management problems in the catchment are not well understood, effective
implementation is very difficult.
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12c.           The long-term and incremental nature of the impacts associated with resource management
problems in the catchment  seriously detracts from effective implementation.

12d.           The absence of a single acute resource management issue within the catchment significantly
detracts from effective implementation.

12e.           The long time frame between implementing a solution and seeing the benefits seriously  detracts
from effective implementation.

12f.           The high level of behavioural change required  by private landowners  to effectively solve
resource management problems seriously  detracts from effective implementation.

12g.           The high level of behavioural change required by industry to effectively solve resource
management problems seriously detracts from effective implementation.

12h.           The high level of administrative, legal and financial change required from  existing  government
agencies to effectively solve resource management problems seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

12i.               The absence of clear and immediate economic benefits seriously detracts from effective
implementation

13. In the last 12 months, have resource management problems (circle one) increased/stayed the
same/declined in importance within the catchment?  If changes have occurred, please explain what has
changed.
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

                                                           _

Context for ICM

14. What level of public support do you believe your CCC has? (Please tick)

            very high level of support
            a high level of support
            moderate level of support
            low level of support
            very low level of support

15. How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from the public?  Rate using the
following scale:

1= very high
2= high
3= moderate
4= low
5= very low
6=not applicable

            ICM policy statement
            strong local government support (political level)
            strong state government support (political level)
            strong support from local government agencies (administrative level)
            strong support from state government agencies (administrative level)
            strong financial resources of CCC
            strong leadership of CCC Chair
            strong leadership of CCC coordinator
            positive outcomes associated with  CCC activities
            strong support from relevant industry and community groups
            other (specify)                                                                                                       

16. How effectively have the efforts of your CCC group been accepted by  other government agencies within
the catchment?  (Please tick)
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            very effectively
            effectively
            somewhat effectively
            ineffectively
            very ineffectively

17. How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from other government agencies?
Rate using the following scale:

1 =  very high
2 =  high
3 =  moderate
4 =  low
5 =  very low
6 = not applicable

            ICM policy statement
            strong local government support (political level)
            strong support from QDPI (political or administrative levels)
            strong public support
            strong financial resources of CCC
            strong leadership of CCC Chair
            strong leadership of CCC coordinator
            positive outcomes associated with  CCC activities
            strong support from relevant industry and community groups
            other (specify)                                                                                                       

18. How effectively have the efforts of your CCC been accepted by relevant local industry and community
organisations? (please tick)

            very effectively
            effectively
            somewhat effectively
            ineffectively
            very ineffectively

19. How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from relevant industry and
community organisations?  Rate using the following scale:

1 =  very high
2 =  high
3 =  moderate
4 =  low
5 =  very low
6 = not applicable

            ICM policy statement
            strong local government support (political level)
            strong support from QDPI (political or administrative levels)
            strong public support
            strong financial resources of CCC
            strong leadership of CCC Chair
            strong leadership of CCC coordinator
            positive outcomes associated with  CCC activities
            other (specify)                                                                                                       
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20. What have been the main activities of your CCC in the last 12 months?  Please list and rate their
significance according to the following scale:

1 =  very high
2 =  high
3 =  moderate
4 =  low
5 =  very low

RATING ACTIVITIES
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
              

21. How effective has the involvement of the following groups been to the CCC?

1 = very effective
2 = effective
3 = moderately effective
4 = ineffective
5 = very ineffective
6 = not applicable

            rural producers (specify)                                                                                        
            local government politicians
            local government administrators
            state government politicians
            state government agencies:

            DPI
            DEH
            Housing, Local Government and Housing
             Department of Lands

            Valley Trust
            Drainage Board(s)
            Sugar Industry Infrastructure Package Program
            rural industry organisations (specify)
            environmental organisations (specify)
            local urban community (specify)
            media

22. What news media do you regularly use to present your CCC's views of resource management issues?
(Please tick)
            newspaper (specify)
            radio (specify)
            TV (specify)

23. How effectively do these media report your position on an issue?
            very effectively
            effectively
            somewhat effectively
            effectively
            very effectively

24. Over the last 12 months, has the level of acceptance of your ICM program among the public, government
agencies, and relevant industry and environmental groups (circle one) increased/ stayed the same/
decreased?  If changes have occurred, explain why.

25. Please identify your level of agreement with the following statements concerning the context of your
CCC's activities according to the following scale:
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1 = strongly agree
2 = agree
3 = moderately agree
4 = disagree
5 = strongly disagree

25a.           The large size of the catchment (or poor transportation links between parts of catchment)
seriously detracts from an effective level of cooperation being developed among  CCC
membership.

25b.           The wide variety of values and beliefs among CCC members seriously detracts from an effective
level of cooperation developing among them.

25c.           The media has played a very constructive role in developing a sense of cooperation among CCC
members.

25d.           The media has played a very constructive role in developing a sense of cooperation between the
CCC and the catchment community.

25e.           All the important constituency groups are effectively contributing through the CCC in
developing an effective level of cooperation.

25f.           The perception that ICM has been forced on the catchment by the state government has
seriously detracted from an effective level of cooperation developing among CCC members.

25g.           The lack of an effective level of interest by CCC members seriously detracts from an effective
level of cooperation developing among CCC members.

25h.           The lack of trust in government-sponsored initiatives seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

25i.           The lack of interest in community type activities seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

25k.           The lack of financial resources within the community seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

Institutional Aspects of ICM

26. Rate your level of agreement with the following statements concerning the operations  of the CCC
according to the following scale:

1 = strongly agree
2 = agree
3 = moderately agree
4 = disagree
5 = strongly disagree

26a.           The objectives of the local ICM are very clear to all members.

26b.           There is a strong consensus among CCC members concerning CCC functions.

26c.           A very important function of the CCC is to coordinate the implementation of state and local
government resource management programs.

26d.           A very important function of the CCC is to prioritise resource management problems in the
catchment.

26e.            A very important function of the CCC is to provide a forum for conflict resolution among resource
users.

26f.            A very important function of the CCC is to educate the public about the catchment's resource
management problems and solutions.
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26g..           A very important function of the CCC is to provide for  information sharing within and between
public and private resource managers.

26h.           A very  important function of the CCC is to prepare a strategic resource plan.

26i.           A very important function of the CCC is to implement resource management initiatives noted in the
strategic plan.

26j.           A very important function of the CCC is to identify a common set of policies which will be
implemented by relevant resource managers within the catchment.

26k..           A very important function of the CCC is to make private resource managers/owners more
responsible for the impacts arising from their activities.

26l.           The activities of our CCC have been effectively coordinated with the activities of other state and
local government agencies.

26m.           The membership of the CCC effectively represents the interests of the catchment community.

26n..           At CCC meetings, all CCC members participate actively.

26o.           The local ICM process allows for an effective resolution of resource conflicts.

26p.           The local ICM process is a very efficient for resolving resource management conflicts.

26q.           The local ICM process is an open approach  for resolving resource management conflicts.

26r.           The ICM process is very accountable.

26s.           The ICM process is responsive to local needs.

26t.           A CCC member's role is to provide their personal views on resource management issues at CCC
meetings.

26u.           A CCC member's role is to provide the resource management views of their constituency group at
CCC meetings.

26v.           A CCC member's role is to provide a catchment-wide perspective of natural resource management
issues at CCC meetings.

26w..          The CCC is solving the priority natural resource management problems in the catchment.

27. Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from QDPI has (circle one):  remained
the same/declined/increased.  Explain any changes.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

28. Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from other state and local agencies, and
other external funding organisations (e.g. Landcare)  has (circle one): remained the
same/declined/increased.  Explain any changes.

29. How effectively have your CCC initiatives been coordinated with the activities of the resource agencies?
Rate using the following scale:

1 = very effective
2 = effective
3 = somewhat effective
4 = ineffective
5 = very ineffective
6 = not applicable

          QDPI
          QDEH
          Queensland Department of Lands
            Department of Housing, Local Government and Planning
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            Wet Tropics Management Agency
            Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
            River Improvement Trusts
          Drainage Boards
          Cane Assignment Committees
          Local Government
            Landcare
            Industry groups (specify)
            Environmental groups (specify)
          Others (specify)                                                                                                     

30. How clear is the role(s) of the following groups in the local ICM process?  Rate using the following scale:

1 = very clear
2 = clear
3 = neither clear nor unclear
4 = unclear
5 = very unclear
6 = not applicable

          QDPI
          QDEH
          Queensland Department of Lands
            Department of Housing, Local Government and Planning
            Wet Tropics Management Agency
            Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
            River Improvement Trusts
          Drainage Boards
          Cane Assignment Committees
          Local Government
            Landcare
            Industry groups (specify)
            Environmental Groups (specify)
          Others (specify)                                                                                                     

31. What has the level of attendance been at CCC and relevant sub-committee meetings from the following
groups? Rate using the following scale:

1 = very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

          QDPI
          QDEH
          Queensland Department of Lands
            Department of Housing, Local Government and Planning
            Wet Tropics Management Agency
            Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
            River Improvement Trusts
          Drainage Boards
          Cane Assignment Committees
          Local Government
            Landcare
            Industry groups (specify)
            Environmental Groups (specify)
          Others (specify)                                                                                                     
            Media

32. If there are any further comments you wish to make about ICM, please feel free to do so.
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APPENDIX 2

QUEENSLAND ICM CHAIR'S  SURVEY

Background

1. Which catchment do you represent?                                                            

2. How long have you lived in this catchment?            years

3. What year did you assume your present responsibilities?              

4. When you assumed the Chair, what did you expect the CCC to accomplish by this time?

5. Since assuming your current responsibilities, how well has the CCC met your expectations:  (please tick):

            very well
            well
            moderately well
            not well
            not very well

Context of ICM with other issues

6. In your opinion, what is the significance of the following issues  in your catchment? Rate using the
following scale:

1 = very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

            Provision of schools
            High crime rate
            High unemployment
            Public health care
            Ineffective land valuation for municipal tax purposes
            High level of  spending by government
            High taxes
            Government inefficiency
            Too much government regulation
            Agricultural land problems (e.g. soil salinity, urban development)
            Water quality problems (e.g. nutrient enrichment, dirty drinking water)
            Water quantity problems (e.g. flooding, poor drainage)
            Degradation of natural environment  (e.g. habitat loss)

7. In your opinion, what is the significance of the following natural resource management problems in your
catchment?  Rate using the following scale:

 1 =  very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5  = very low
6  = not applicable

            Erosion of crop land
            Productivity decline of crop land
            Erosion of grazing land
            Productivity decline of grazing land
            Soil salinity
            Weed problems
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            Insects and disease on crops
            Urban expansion into agricultural lands
            Land clearing
            Surface water salinity
            Surface water nutrient enrichment (algae)
            Pesticides in waterways
            Degradation of freshwater/aquatic natural life
            Groundwater quality
            Acid soils
            Surface water availability
            Wastewater management
            Allocation of cane land
            Management of public land
            Groundwater availability
            Rural flooding
            Rural drainage
            Urban flooding
            Urban drainage
            Instream and offstream water use conflicts
            Stream bed and bank erosion
            Dryland vegetation habitat loss
            Freshwater habitat loss
            Coastal wetland habitat loss
            Barriers to fish migration
            Others (list)                                                                                                            

8. What is the significance of the impacts associated with these natural resource problems on the people in
the catchment?  Rate using the following scale:

1 = very high
2 = high
3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

            loss of scenic land values
            loss of other environmental amenities
            higher cost of water supplies
            loss of on-farm productivity
            personal health problems
            emotional stress for individuals
            significant conflicts with other resource users
            higher  taxes
            decline in recreational and/or commercial  fishery
            loss of  access to other recreational activities
            loss of confidence in government's ability to manage resources effectively
            Other (specify)                                                                                                        

9. Who do you believe is most responsible for solving these resource management problems? (Please tick)

            individuals (e.g. producers, landowners)
            local CCC
            Local Government
            Other local agencies/interests (e.g. Valley Trust, Drainage Board, 

CANEGROWERS, industry) (specify)
            State Government
            Commonwealth Government
            GBRMPA
            Others (specify)                                                                                                    

10. In your opinion, what is the level of public awareness about these natural resource problems and
associated impacts?  Rate using the following scale:
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1 = very high
  2 = high

3 = moderate
4 = low
5 = very low
6 = not applicable

            Erosion of crop land
            Productivity decline of crop land
            Erosion of grazing land
            Productivity decline of grazing land
            Soil salinity
            Weed problems
            Insects and disease on crops
            Urban expansion into agricultural lands
            Land clearing
            Surface water salinity
            Surface water nutrient enrichment (algae)
            Pesticides in waterways
            Degradation of freshwater/aquatic natural life
            Groundwater quality
            Acid soils
            Surface water availability
            Wastewater management
            Allocation of cane land
            Management of public land
            Groundwater availability
            Rural flooding
            Rural drainage
            Urban flooding
            Urban drainage
            Instream and offstream water use conflicts
            Stream bed and bank erosion
            Dryland vegetation habitat loss
            Freshwater habitat loss
            Coastal wetland habitat loss
            Barriers to fish migration
            Others (list)                                                                                                            

11. In your opinion, how strong is public support regarding the need for the ICM process to solve these
natural resource problems in your catchment? (Please tick)

            very high
            high
            moderate
            low
            very low

12. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements concerning how the nature of resource
management problems in your catchment affects implementation of ICM according to the following scale:

1 = completely agree
2 = agree
3 = neither agree nor disagree
4 = disagree
5 = completely disagree

12a.           The lack of an appropriate  technical solution to the natural resource management
problems in this catchment seriously detracts from effective implementation.

12b.           Because resource management problems in the catchment are not well understood,
effective implementation is very difficult.
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12c.           The long-term and incremental nature of the impacts associated with resource
management problems in the catchment  seriously detracts from effective implementation.

12d.           The absence of a single acute resource management issue within the catchment
significantly detracts from effective implementation.

12e.           The long time frame between implementing a solution and seeing the benefits seriously
detracts from effective implementation.

12f.           The high level of behavioural change required  by private landowners  to effectively
solve resource management problems seriously  detracts from effective implementation.

12g.           The high level of behavioural change required by industry to effectively solve resource
management problems seriously detracts from effective implementation.

12h.           The high level of administrative, legal and financial change required from  existing
government agencies to effectively solve resource management problems seriously detracts from
effective implementation.

12i.           The absence of clear and immediate economic benefits seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

13. In the last 12 months, have resource management problems (circle one) increased/stayed the
same/declined in importance within the catchment?  If changes have occurred, please explain what has
changed.

Context for ICM

14. What level of puyblic support do you believe your CCC has? (Please tick)

            very high level of support
            a high level of support
            moderate level of support
            low level of support
            very low level of support

15. How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from the public?  Rate using the
following scale:

1= very high
2= high
3= moderate
4= low
5= very low
6=not applicable

            ICM policy statement
            strong local government support (political level)
            strong state government support (political level)
            strong support from local government agencies (administrative level)
            strong support from state government agencies (administrative level)
            strong financial resources of CCC
            strong leadership of CCC Chair
            strong leadership of CCC coordinator
            positive outcomes associated with  CCC activities
            strong support from relevant industry and community groups
            other (specify)                                                                                                       

16. How effectively have the efforts of your CCC group been accepted by  other government agencies within
the catchment?  (Please tick)

            very effectively
            effectively
            somewhat effectively
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            ineffectively
            very ineffectively

17. How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from other government agencies?
Rate using the following scale:

1 =  very high
2 =  high
3 =  moderate
4 =  low
5 =  very low
6 = not applicable

            ICM policy statement
            strong local government support (political level)
            strong support from QDPI (political or administrative levels)
            strong public support
            strong financial resources of CCC
            strong leadership of CCC Chair
            strong leadership of CCC coordinator
            positive outcomes associated with  CCC activities
            strong support from relevant industry and community groups
            other (specify)                                                                                                       

18. How effectively have the efforts of your CCC been accepted by relevant local industry and community
organisations? (please tick)

            very effectively
            effectively
            somewhat effectively
            ineffectively
            very ineffectively

19. How significant have the following items been in gaining acceptance from relevant industry and
community organisations?  Rate using the following scale:

1 =  very high
2 =  high
3 =  moderate
4 =  low
5 =  very low
6 = not applicable

            ICM policy statement
            strong local government support (political level)
            strong support from QDPI (political or administrative levels)
            strong public support
            strong financial resources of CCC
            strong leadership of CCC Chair
            strong leadership of CCC coordinator
            positive outcomes associated with  CCC activities
            other (specify)                                                                                                       

20. What have been the main activities of your CCC in the last 12 months?  Please list and rank their
significance according to the following scale:

1 =  very high
2 =  high
3 =  moderate
4 =  low
5 =  very low

RATING ACTIVITIES
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21. How effective has the involvement of the following groups been to the CCC?

1 = very effective
2 = effective
3 = moderately effective
4 = ineffective
5 = very ineffective
6 = not applicable

            rural producers (specify)                                                                                        
            local government politicians
            local government administrators
            state government politicians
            state government agencies:

          DPI
            DEH
            Housing, Local Government and Housing
          Department of Lands

            Valley Trust
            Drainage Board(s)
            Sugar Industry Infrastructure Package Program
            rural industry organisations (specify)
            environmental organisations (specify)
            media

22. How effectively do the news media present your CCC's views of resource management issues? (Please
tick)

            very effectively
            effectively
            somewhat effectively
            ineffectively
            very ineffectively

23. Over the last 12 months, has the level of acceptance of your ICM program among the public, government
agencies, and relevant industry and environmental groups (circle one) increased/ stayed the same/
decreased?  If changes have occurred, explain why.

24. Please identify your level of agreement with the following statements concerning the context of your
CCC's activities according to the following scale:

1 = strongly agree
2 = agree
3 = moderately agree
4 = disagree
5 = strongly disagree

24a.           The large size of the catchment (or poor transportation links between parts of catchment)
seriously detracts from an effective level of cooperation being developed among  CCC
membership.

24b.           The wide variety of values and beliefs among CCC members seriously detracts from an effective
level of cooperation developing among them.
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24c.           The media has played a very constructive role in developing a sense of cooperation among CCC
members.

24d.           The media has played a very constructive role in developing a sense of cooperation between the
CCC and the catchment community.

24e.           All the important constituency groups are effectively contributing through the CCC in
developing an effective level of cooperation.

24f.           The perception that ICM has been forced on the catchment by the state government has
seriously detracted from an effective level of cooperation developing among CCC members.

24g.           The lack of an effective level of interest by CCC members seriously detracts from an effective
level of cooperation developing among CCC members.

24h.           The lack of trust in government-sponsored initiatives seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

24i.           The lack of interest in community type activities seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

24j.           The lack of financial resources within the community seriously detracts from effective
implementation.

Institutional Aspects of ICM

25. Rate your level of agreement with the following statements concerning the operations of the CCC
according to the following scale:

1 = strongly agree
2 = agree
3 = moderately agree
4 = disagree
5 = strongly disagree

25a.           The objectives of the local ICM are very clear to all members.

25b.           There is a strong consensus among CCC members concerning CCC functions.

25c.           A very important function of the CCC is to coordinate the implementation of state and local
government resource management programs.

25d.           A very important function of the CCC is to prioritise resource management problems in the
catchment.

25e.            A very important function of the CCC is to provide a forum for conflict resolution among
resource users.

25f.            A very important function of the CCC is to educate the public about the catchment's resource
management problems and solutions.

25g.            A very important function of the CCC is to provide for information sharing within and between
public and private resource managers.

25h.           A very  important function of the CCC is to prepare a strategic resource plan.

25i.           A very important function of the CCC is to implement resource management initiatives noted in
the strategic plan.

25j.           A very important function of the CCC is to identify a common set of policies which will be
implemented by relevant resource managers within the catchment.

25k.           A very important function of the CCC is to make private resource managers/owners more
responsible for the impacts arising from their activities.
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25l.           The activities of our CCC have been effectively coordinated with the activities of other state and
local government agencies.

25m.           The membership of the CCC effectively represents the interests of the catchment community.

25n.           At CCC meetings, all CCC members participate actively.

25o.           The local ICM process allows for an effective resolution of resource conflicts.

25p.           The local ICM process is a very efficient for resolving resource management conflicts.

25q.           The local ICM process is an open approach  for resolving resource management conflicts.

25r.           The ICM process is very accountable.

25s.           The ICM process is responsive to local needs.

25t.           The CCC is solving the priority natural resource management problems in the catchment.

25u.           Over the last 12 months, QDPI has provided an adequate level of funding and in kind support
to our CCC.

25v.           Over the last 12 months, our CCC has received an adequate level of financial assistance and in
kind support from other state government agencies.

26. Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from QDPI has (circle one): remained
the same/declined/increased.  Explain any changes.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

27. Over the last 12 months, the level of financial and in kind support from other state and local agencies, and
other external funding organisations (e.g. Landcare) has (circle one): remained the
same/declined/increased.  Explain any changes.

28. How effectively have your CCC initiatives been coordinated with the activities of the resource agencies?
Rate using the following scale:

1 = very effective
2 = effective
3 = somewhat effective
4 = ineffective
5 = very ineffective
6 = not applicable

          QDPI
          QDEH
          Queensland Department of Lands
            Department of Housing, Local Government and Planning
            Wet Tropics Management Agency
            Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
            River Improvement Trusts
          Drainage Boards
          Cane Assignment Committees
          Local Government
            Landcare
            Industry groups (specify)
            Environmental groups (specify)
          Others (specify)                                                                                                     

29. How clear is the role(s) of the following groups in the local ICM process?  Rank using the following scale:

1 = very clear
2 = clear
3 = neither clear nor unclear
4 = unclear


