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Summary In this paper we discuss the findings of research exploring landholder adop-
tion of practices expected to improve the management of river frontages. This research was
part of a larger project undertaken by the Goulburn Broken Catchment Management
Authority (GBCMA) to assess the impacts of grazing on the condition of riparian zones in
the GBCMA region. Our research employed a postal survey to a random selection of all
river frontage owners in the GBCMA. Research findings highlighted the limited adoption of
most current recommended practices (CRP) such as watering stock off-stream and fencing
to manage stock access to river frontages. Higher adoption of CRP (in particular fencing)
was correlated with greater knowledge of river frontage function and factors affecting river
frontage condition; higher importance attached to the environmental, social and economic
values of frontages; non-farming occupations; and higher confidence in the efficacy of CRP.
These findings have important implications for managers and scientists. There has been a
large investment in community education in the GBCMA and survey findings ‘suggest this
has been an effective strategy. At the same time, there should be changes in the approach

" to community education: It seems there is much to be done to improve the acceptability of

fencing frontages along Iarge rivers. Appeals to adopt CRP also need to move beyond a
narrow focus on farmers and the benefits of increased agricultural production and embrace
the range of landholders and the different values they attach to their frontages. Most
respondents had no on-property profit and survey data indicated that financial constraints

~ were an important factor limiting the adoption of CRP, particularly among farmers. There

was considerable interest in taking up a grant scheme that would provide a higher level of
support than is usually offered by government. These findings highlight the important role’

. of economic incentives in assisting private landholders undertake conservation work along

river frontages. -

Introduction

Bipa.ria.n areas perform important eco-
ogical. functions (Naiman & Decamps
1997). At the same time, riverine areas

have been the focus of human settlement -

. and agriculture, which are powerful forces
'contnbunng to environmental degradation
in Australia (ABS 1996). A large portion of
riparian land is owned or managed by
private landholders. While some factors
controlling riparian condition operate at
spatial and temporal scales beyond the
~ influence of these land managers, there is
ev1dcncc that private. landholders have
had a major influence on the degradauon

" of riparian habitats (Jansen & Robertson

2001)

" In this paper we discuss the findings of
a study undertaken in 2001 that explored
landholder adoption of current recom-
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mended practices (CRP) expected to -

improve the condition of river frontages,
including watering stock off-stream,
fencing to manage stock access to river
frontages, and revegetation of frontages.

This research involved a case study in the.

Goulburn Btoken Catchment (GBC) of
north-east Victoria (Fig. 1). The primary
data collection in‘stmmént_was a postal
survey to a random sample of all river

frontage owmers across the GBC. The
postal survey was part of a larger Land &

‘Water Australia- project managed by the

* Goulburn Broken Catchment Management
_Authority (GBCMA). The research objec-

tives relevant to this paper are listed
below. However, the focus of the paper is
on discussion of findings related to objec-

. tive two: exploring landholder adoption of

recommended practices. Readers inter-
ested in accessing information about other

aspects of the postal survey are referred to -
the detailed research report (Curtis et al.
2001a). ‘

“ Key research objectives were to: @)

identify the level of adoption of selected

CRP for improving the management of
river frontages; (i) investigate the relative
importance of factors expected to explain
differences in the adoption of CRP, and (i)

_ explore the potential impact on adoption

of cost-sharing arrangements that provide

' payments to landholders for rehabilitation

work and the active management of river
frontages. :

Background

In tbis section we provide a summary of
recent Australian research examining the
adoption of CRB, including practices not
assessed in our survey of river frontage
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owners in the GBC. This review allowed us
to identify the independent variables likely
to affect the adoption of CRP for improved
management of river frontages in the GBC.

In the past, gp_vi_c"mments have assumed
that poor adoption of CRP arose because
landholders were unaware of important
land degradation issues; lacked sufficient
knowledge and skills; or had attitudes that
emphasized short-term economic returns
over maintaining the long-term health of
* the land (ASCC 1991). There has been a
large investment of resources over the past
10 years in awareness raising and educa-

tion programs, including those carried out.

by Landcare groups. There is evidence that
these activities do contribute to increased

awareness and understanding ‘and that

these changes enharnce landholder capac-
ity to adopt a wide range of CRP (Vanclay
1992; Curtis & De Lacy 1996). However,
‘most landholders already have a strong
stewardship ethic and differences in atti-
tudes have generally not been linked to
increased adoption of CRP (Vanclay 1992;
Curtis & De Lacy 1998).

Recent experience in Australia suggests
that increased awareness and understand-
ing of issues and congruent attitudes are
necessary but not sufficient to ensure adop-
. tion of CRP at levels hkely to achieve
mprovement in resource condition at the
landscape scale (Curtis et al. 2001b). There
is abundant evidence tl;at many land-
holders, including those in dryland areas of
the GBC, have very limited on- propcrty_
incomes and that this is a critical constraint
to adoption of CRP (Barr et al. 2000; Curtis
et al. 2001b). It is also unlikely that many
dryland landholders will generate substan-
tial income from new enterprises such as
olives, wine grapes and farm forestry (Stirza-
cker et al’2000; Curtis ef al. 2001b). Indeed,
part of the explanation for low adoption
of some improved grazing or cropping
systems is that la.nd.holdcrs lack confidence
in the CRP because they know that the cost
of such CRP either cannot be accommo-
dated within industry profits and/or they
are still suboptimal in terms of ecological
sustainability. For example, most of the rec-
ommended plant-based ‘improved manage-
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ment’ systems, including mtroduced peren-
nial pasture in higher - rainfall zones
¢ 600 1 mm), leak’ water and contribute to

ground water flows that mobilize salt

(Walker et al. 1999). Problems also arise if
CRP or new enterprises are complex, do
not fit with existing enterprises, conflict
with existing social norms or are perceived
as being risky (Vanclay 1992 Curtis & Race
1996; Barr & Cary 2000) :
Financjal pressurcs were expected to
lead to the amalgamation of smaller
grazing properties into larger units. While
some amalgamation has occurred, there
has not been large-scale consolidation of
properties, and the trend has not Been
uniform across the Murray-Darling Basin
(Barr et al. 2000). Within commuting dis-
tance of capital cities and larger regional

- centres (e.g. Melboutne and Shepparton in

the case of the GBC), there has.been con-
siderable subdivision of existing holdings
into lifestyle farming enterprises. for
retirees and people with offfarm work.
Non-farmers and retirees may respond less
quickly to economic signals; be more



averse to risking off-prdpcrty income in
- on-property enterprises; and will probably
have less time for on-property manage-
ment (Barr et al. 2000; Curtis et al. 2001b).
On the other hand, non-farmers may bring
new ideas, skills and financial resources
that contribute to ithe renewal of local
communities and they may be more likely
to réspond to appeals for biodiversity con-
servation (Curtis & De Lacy 1996).

Australia has an ageing rural population

with life expectancy increasing and
younger people drifting from rural areas
to the more prosperous and attractive
lifestylés in urban centres (Hab&kom
et al. 1999). We can no longer assufne that
a substantial proportion of the intergener-
ational transfer of properties will occur

within families. Where family succession

is un.hkcly, property owners may be less
willing to invest“ln CRP or new enter-
prises. In an era of reduced farm profitabik-
ity and lower land prices, particularly
where demand for rural subdivisions is
not high, some landholders may feel they
are locked into living on their proper
ties in retirement. With increasing life
. expectancy, this trend could delay inter-
' generational property transfer. These
- “elderly property owners may also be less
willing to invest in recommended practice
Or new enterprises.
Discontinuity between the source and

impact of issues, particularly those related

to water degradation, adds a further com-
plication. Many landholders in the upper
reaches of catchments are either not expe-

riencing these problems, believe they can -

live with them or are unaware or uncon-
cerned about contributing to downstream
impacts (Curtis et al. 2001b). Landholders
are also increasingly aware that they are
being asked to implement work that has
community benefits in terms of biodiver-
sity conservation, improved public health
and protecting cultural heritage, public
‘infrastructure and export income (agricul-
ture and tourism). They also understand
that many of the problems that they are
being asked to address have resulted from
previous government policies. Establish-
.ment of -the Natural Heritage Trust, with
the federal government sharing the costs
of large-scale on-ground work on private
land, was an acknowledgement of the

legitimacy of these arguments (Curtis &
Lockwood 2000).

Effecting behavioural change in private '

landholders is a complex task.%gcricncc
suggests that no single instrument will
address the undetlying reasons for non-
adoption (Vanclay 1997; Lockwood et al.
2002).

The postal survey

Drawing on the above literature and
within the constraints of a mail sur\%cy, the
authors identified the following topics for
inclusion in the survey as ' independent’
variables likely to explain differences in
the level of adoption of CRP:

* awareness of river frontage condition;

. knovc;lcdgc of river frontage function
and factors affecting river frontage con-
d.ition;_

‘e

"« values attached to river frontages;

« attitudes to working with others and
the government; the role of scientists;
and towards conservation; )

s occupation;

= confidence in CRP (such as fencing
river frontages to manage stock access,

_ revegetating river frontages);

* constraints to better management;

» extent of business and property plan-
ning;

¢ . Landcare membership;

* involvement in government programs;

e on- and off-property income (financial
capacity);

* on- and off-property work (ava.ilable
time);

* enterprise mix;

- age (stage of life);

* education; and

* gender.

The authors identified a small number
of CRP that could be used as dependent
variables in analyses seeking to explain dif-
ferences in the level of adoption. These
CRP were identified on the basis that they
addressed the causes of riparian degrad-
ation processes and were the focus of
current efforts to address riparian degrad-
ation in the GBCMA. (GBCMA 2001); and

¢
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that respondents were likely to be able to
provide accurate information quickly. The
CRP included in this study are: (D length of
river/creek frontage fenced at the time of
the survey to allow better management
of stock access to the water way; (i) length
of fencing erected near the river/creek
since the start of 1996 (past 5 years) to

 manage stock access to the water way;

(iii) number of trees/shrubs planted since
1996 (past 5 years) along the river/creek
frontage (within 40 m of each bank); (iv)

estimated cost of pest animal ‘and weed
"control carried out on the river/creek

frontage during 1999 and 2000; (v) during
2000, did stock graze any part of your

river/stream frontage for more than a

week at a time? (Circle yes or no.); (v
during 2000, did stock access drinking
water from any part of your river/stream
‘frontag_c'f,or more than a week at a time?
(Circle yes or no.). . ' _
- A 12-page survey booklet was mailed to
203 individual property owners selected
at random from 3721 property owners on
Land Victoria databases of crown frontage
owners and Goulburn Murray Water diver-
sion customers. After allowing for recent

.changes of address and other circum-

stances, including the removal of those
with small urban. allotments, 93 useable
surveys were returned for a final response
rate of 63%.

Multiple stepwise regression and dis-
criminant apalysis were performed to
determine the extent that a number of
independent variables identified by bivari-
ate correlations or y?tests contributed to
the observed scores on a dependent vari-
able such as the adoption of a’CRP. Dis-
criminant analysis was used when the
dependent variable was dichotomous (c; g
yes/no).

Findings

Addption of current _
recommended practices

‘ Respondents appeared to be making slow

progress towards the adoption of CRP for
improved management of their river
frontages, Most respondents said they had
not undertaken fencing or revegetation
work and that stock were usually able to
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access the river frontage for grazing and

for drinking water On the other hand,

most respondents were undertaking pést

animal and weed control and two-thirds of

- the fencing activity reported had occurred
in the past I5 years (Table I1).

Explaining adoption of
current recommended

- practices

- Awareness of river ﬁfonta;gé condition’

It was At.hought that highér awareness of
the extent of river frontage degradation
would motivate adoption of CRP. Respon-

dents were asked to provide an assessment -

of the condition of their river frontage. No
attempt was made to compare landholder
and expert assessments. In this study, there
‘were no correlauons between rcspon-
dent s assessments of river frontagc condi-
tion and the adoption of CRP.

Table 1.

="t g

Knowledge of ecological Sunctions and
Drocesses

Survcjf data suggested most respondents
had a sound understanding of some of the
less widely-publicised functions or ecolog-
ical processes in river frontages (differ
ences between willows and gum trees;
role of dead trees and ground litter). On
the other hand, there was a substantial
minority of frontage owners who either
had no information, were misinformed or
were reluctant to acknowledge the critical

roles that cledring and stock grazing have.

had in contributing to river frontage
dcgradauon (Table 2). '

There was a sxgmﬁcant relauonsmp
bctwccn adopﬂon of the CRP for limiting

stock access to water courses for drinking

water and better knowledge about ‘thé
impact of grazing on native vegetation’
(Table 3). There was also a significant pos-

itive relationship between better knowl-
cdge about the ‘role of willows and gums
as a sour¢e of nutrients’ and the CRP for
limiting stock access to water courses for
both- drinking water and grazing (Table 3).
These findings suggested that differences

" in knowledge of river frontage function

and -the factors affecting river frontage
condition had contributed to differences
in the adoption of CRP.

Values attached to river ﬁdntages

Respondents were asked to provide an
assessment of the importance of 16 topics
exploring the values they attributed to
their river frontage. Eight topics explored
the importance of the environmental func-
tions of river frontages, five topics related
to economic attributes of frontages, and
three related to social attributes (Table 4). -
By summmg a respondcnt s scores on indi-

Adoption of current recommended practices: Goulburn Broken river frontage study, 2001 (n = 93)

~ Topics (n = 92).

% responding

Situation at -
Jan: 2001 (median)

Distance along the river/creek where the frontage is fenced allowing

activity done

stock access to the waterway to be managed 46% 500 metres
Length of fencing erected near the river/creek since the start of 1996 ’

(5 years) to manage stock access to the waterway i 26% 300 metres
Number of tree/shrubs planted since 1996 (6 years) along the river/cresk _

frontage (within 40 m of each bank) 40% B0 trees
Estimated cost of pest animal and weed control carried out in river/creek

frontage during 1999 and 2000 - : 55%: $300
Durirg 2000, did you control stock access to the waterway for grazing? -

(sfcock only had access to any part of frontage for'< a week at a time) 36%

- During 2000, did you control stock access to the waterway for drinking o

water? (stock only had access to any part of frontage for < a week at a time) 33%
Table 2; ~ Knowledge of river frontage manégement: Goulburn Broken river frontage study, 2001 (n = 93) »
Statement No. Agree/ Not sure ' Disagree/

. . strongly agree strongly disagree

Dead trees or sticks on the ground in river/creek frontages _ ‘ ‘

are important hebitat for native birds and animals 88 76% 14% 10%
Clearing for grazing or cropping has substantially reduced

the existence and diversity of native vegetation on

river/creek frontages 88 69% 10% 21%
Grazing of domestic stock has had a major impact on '

- the existence and diversity of native vegstation on .

river/creek frontages® 91 46% 18% 37%
Willows ére different to gum trees as a source of nutrients

In rivers/creeks® . 90 60% - 22% 18%.

Score: 1 = strongly disagree through to 5 = strongly agree. .
®These statements were expressed in the negative in the original survey.
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st

vidual items, it was possible to calculate
- ‘ the environmental, economic and social
" values index score for each respondent

] ‘Most respondents placed a high value

) on their river frontages. For example, 11
of the 16. topics had mean scores above
three out of a possible five and there
were four topics with mean scores above -

"~ four (Table 4). When ranked by mean

. scores, the three most highly ranked

topics included ‘one from each of the
-environmental, economic and social value -

- sets. Respondents valued their river

frontages more highly for their environ-

_ . mental and social attributes compared to
~ :  their economic attributes. Three of the
‘ ' _five topics from the economic values set,
including those related to the benefits of
grazing, timber harvesting a.nd stock
shelter, were among t.hc ﬁvc lowest
ranked topics according’ to their mean

scores (Table 4).

. Our analyses also suggested that the
'valucs attached to river frontages ‘had con-
tributed to differences in the adoption of
CRP. There was a significant pbs_itivc rela-
tionship between higher scores on an
index measuring the importancé of a
A . range of environmental values and adop-
_— . _ tion for trees/shrubs planted (Table 3). ..

’ ’ There was a negative relationship

between. adoption of CRP for limiting
stock access to the river frontage for
grazing and to drinking water and scores
on the overall econoigic values index
(Table 3). A higher score on the statements
that the frontage ‘provided access to water
for stock’ and ‘additional land for grazing’
was significantly correlated with lower
adoption of CRP ('I‘ablc 3). At the same -
} time, there was a 51gn1ﬁcant positive cor
I relation between the river frontage ‘adds
to the market value of the property’ and
ad‘option'of CRP for total distance of the
frontagc fenced and trccs/shrubs planted
(Table 3).
A higher score on the social values
index was significantly linked with lower
adoption of the CRP regarding limiting
stock access to the river frontage for drink-
ing -water (Table 3). However, a higher
score for ‘is an attractive area of the prop-
erty’ was significantly linked with higher
adoption of the CRP for total distance of
the frontage fenced (Table 3).

Mean score
4.35
4.26
4.10
410
3.95
3.76
3.63
3.59
3.55
3.53
3.27
2.97
2.88
2.64
2.63
1.38

91%

39%
46%
52%
50%

24%
25%
29%
31%

Minimal/not important
3% .
6%
12%
12%
13%
17%
19%

Some

12%

7%
1%
1%
14%
19%
21%
15%
17%

9%
23%
14%
16%
16%
17%

5%

=93)

61%
61%
4%

Importarit/very important
84%
87%
7%
17%
73%
64%
59%
62%
46%
47%
38%
33%
33%

No.
92
92
92
9
92
92
91
92
89
90
89
86
92
89
92
88

very important.

Importance of values attachéd to river frontage: Goulbum Broken river frontage stufiy. 2001 (N

other animals that live in- the river/creek® )
Provides a place for recreation for family and friends®

move about for food and breeding®
A source of nutrients for in-stream food chains®
Provides access to water for stock?

Where native animals live on land®

before they reach the river/creek® _
Provides additional land for grazing 'stock, particularly In summer®

Harvesting timber for fence posts and fire wood®

Provides woody matter such as snags that offer protection for fish and

Acts as a filter catching sediment and/or riutrients in overland flows

Viegetation on the frontage holds the banks and stops them crumbling®
Links up with other vegetation and allows native birds and animals to

In-stream vegetation traps and stabilizes sand/gravel®

Provides important shade-and shelter for stock®

Place for family and friends to fish®
Mean score where 1 = not important through to 5.
“Environment value, PEconomic value, ®Social value.

Is an attractive area of the property®

Place where native birds live®
Adds to market value of the property®

Statement about value

Table 4.
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As will be ciplained, differences

between farming and nonfarming occu-

pations may explain some of the negative
links hetween economic values and the
adoption of CRP. It must be remembered
that in this study almost all respondents
attached a high level of importance to at
least one of the listed environmental, eco-
nomic and social values of river frontages.
This information emphasized the impor-
" tance of moving beyond a narrow range of
. appeals when promoting improved man-
agement of river frontages.

Attitudes

Most respondents held positive attitudes
about the roles and rcspons1bﬂmes of
_various stakeholders in river frontage man-
agement; towards conservation generally
‘as measured by the New Environmental
Paradigm (INEP) (Dunlap & Van Liere
1978); and about the role of scientists in

natural resourte management. The meas- -

ures used identified no significant positive
relationships between these attitudes and
adoption of CRP. These findings are consis-
- ‘tent with earlier research suggesting that
most landholders hold positive attitudes
towards conservation and that attitudes
are a -poor predictor of conservation
behaviour.

Farmer and non-farmer occupations

 Compared to non-farmers, farmers worked
significantly more hours on-property, had
significantly larger properties, and. were:
more likely to indicate ‘their family had

agreed to a plan for the transfer of the farm
to the next generation’ (Table 5). There
'was a consistent pattern of these variables
(hours worked, property size, succession
planning) being linked with increased
stock access to river ﬁ'ontagesafor grazing
and dnn.kmg water (Tablc 2). In turn,
fatmers were significantly more likely than
non-farmers to allow stock to access their
river frontages for both grazing and drink-

ing water (Table 5).It seems that the lower
‘adoption of these CRP by farmers was

linked to the importance of on-property
income to farmers and to the significantly
higher importance that farmers attach to
the economic values of their river
frontages (Table 5).

“Farmers were a minority occupation

group (only 37%) among survey respon-
dents. The majority of river frontage
owners were non-farmers, compriscd of
professionals (30%), retirces (20%) and
tradespeople (10%). Many of the non-
farmer river frontage owners appear to be
more interested in the environmental,
aesthetic and recreational values of their
frontages, and possibly, the impact of tiver
frontage condition on property values. In
turn, non-farmers are less likely to be con-
cerned about the potential econommic
impacts of taking on CRP for improved

time, farmers managed significantly larger
properties, including a substantial propor-

.« tion of the river frontages in this study

(59%) and they will need to be reassured
that adoption of CRP will enhance rather
than reduce their on-property viability.

" river frontage management. At the same

‘RESEARCH REPORT

Again, it is a case of different appeals for
different folks.

Confidence in efficacy of CRP

Contrary to the views of the scientists
involved in this project, most respondents
thought that set stocking where animals
are left to graze in paddocks for long
periods; was better than intensive grazing
for short pcriods in terms of retaining
native vegetation in paddocks with river
frontages (Table 6). Although most respon-
dents agreed with the general statements
that fencing river frontages and watering

- stock off-stream were aspects of improved

river frontage management, substantial
minorities (23%) disagreed (Table 6). .
'Higher confidence in the efficacy of

* watering stock offstream was linked to

higher adoption of fencing and trees/
shrubs planted (Table 7). However, there

_were no positive relationships between

the adoption of CRP and higher confi-
dence in the efficacy of fencing or inten-
sive grazing. While most respondents
agreed with the general statement that -

fencing is an essential part of the work

required to revegetate river/creek front:
ages, it is clear that many respondents held
strong reservations
aspects of the ‘cfﬁcacy of fencing rtiver
frontages (Table 6). It seems these con-
cerns are impacting on the adopuon of
fencing. Analyses using the five more spe-
cific statements assessing confidence in
fencing produced significant positive cor-
relations betweest higher confidence and
the adoption of related CRP (Table 7).

. Table 5. Differences between farmers and non-farmers: Goulbum Broken river frontage study, 2001 (farmers 1 = 31, non-farmers n = 53)
Independent variables Farmers Non-farmers : Test
' % Yes or (median) % Yes or (median) e d.f. Significance
Property size " 188.4 ha’ . 9.6 ha ' 36.427 1 <0.001
On-property profit 69% . - (17% 22.159 1 <0.001
Hours worked on-property 50 8 . 42.009 1 <0.001
- Off-property income as a proportion of total . .
household income 40% 90% - 27.404 4 <0.001
. Agreed to a plan for the transfer of the farmto - _
the next generation 41% 20% 4517 1 / 0.040
" Economic values index 3.6 2.6 17.926 1 <0.001
Controlled stock access to river frontage for .
drinking water 10% 39% 8.125 1 0.004
Controlled stock access to river frontage for ‘ :
grazing : N 10% 45% 10.677 1 0.001
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‘ Emancial tmd otber constraints to
: ado tion

. 'M ‘ respon&eﬁte rated the cost'of mate-
and equipment; flood events; insuffi-
cient nme and access to labour and access
' site. technical advice- as, important
traints. affecting. their capacity to
s the- management . of their river

. to- Jandholders in high priority.
or fenicing, .revegetation ' and ‘the
| mon of :off-streany . watering -points
vhéte stock have previously been watered

Scheme, (WGS): The WGS provides
for. fezicmg 'at‘_bctwecn :$2 and
er metre; supphes native plants and
for revegemtxon works and for off-

'EthGS.thercforc myolvcs a higher
shire by goveriment ‘than has typi-
ecn, the ‘case ‘with Natural Heritage
ograms, Given;the. limitations. of
vey, it.wias fiot-possible to
ferent: scenarios needed to
sufficient data to model the unpact
~ost-sharing: options on adop-
, questions. in-the-survey did

ould motivate the wider population
~owners. to undertake additional

. The, GBCMA ‘provides financial .

the, waterway “through a, Waterway . and -adoption;+of: CRP t(Tablc 3): Indeed,

. only:37%:0f these rcspondcnts had ‘any on:
appeared. to be.

‘watering, pays. up. to. 75% of all .

thecxrcnt that a:scheme such: asthe

1 their river frontages: Forty-two per-

Rk

cent of survey respondents said that they
would apply for a grant: over the next 2
years if such a scheme: opcrated in.their
area: Almost all- of. these: river: frontage
owners said that' access 10 this, support
would: result in them compleung work
beyond tha,t which r.hcy had planned. .

- Eatlier: .research: in:.the:. Goulbu.rn

~ Broken. Dryland esmblishcd that low ‘on-

property:. proﬁtabxhty Was L

cotistraint: 10" the: adoptxon f a range’ -of
GRP. (Curts et al: 2001b .In this' study of
t were some. ‘correla
tions. between: 'onpropcrty proﬁmbxhty

property proﬁt a.nd econom.tc ‘concerns -

_Conclusmns

. 'Dxffcrenccs in knowlc dgc of river fronmgc

function .+ and-- factors’ a.ffectmg river .

‘ frontage condmon were. lmked with. dif-

ferences. in'- the.- adopuon of CRE: This

- finding" suggcsts “there! i§i considerable

scope for’: commumty ediication’” t&

increase the adoptioni:of CRE: by incteds-. ':. :
"'mg"la.nd.holdet kno lcdge ‘of ‘the 1mpor-' L

tafit: functtons “of - ﬂver frontages andof

' 'thcu' gend:ra.llydcgraded'condmon;' fook

g |mpor|:ant/
very |mportant

. not'hmportant .|

In most‘places fencnng river/creek frontages Is not practlcal

beca ise floods will damage fences _ 90 L 52%
Fencmg out river/creek frontages will create harbour for pest anlma]s 86 ‘
Fencmg out river/creek frontages will make it difficult to water stock - 88 .46%
Fencnng out river/creek frontages will increase management time "~ 85 - 39%
Fencing out river/creek frontages will reduce the area for grazmg " '
©oor cropplng 86 27%

51% .. -

2% " 36%:

CAT%. L30%
13% . 40% .
18% 43%= )
: __,54% }

Mean ‘score where 1 = strongly disagree through to & = strongly agree.
2 the onglnal survey this statement began with set stocking as the . preferred practlce .

B2
\
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Goilbury Broken river frontage study, 2001 (n.

'in_,.,CRP'and‘;?dop_‘t_io -of QHP‘

-béM.egn’ co_n_f_idenge

-Relationships

Statements assessing level'o

Table 1

ls-justified by the improvéient,

and ‘water-quality :

“

Fencing'to manage §tock-accéss'is

eek

" .work required to revegetate.river/

ar cropping®

frontages, wilk not create harbplir fo

/ereek’

V_‘Fe'riclhi’g"voﬁt river,

pest animals®” '
Fencing out river/creek frontages will not nulake it difficult to

P D001 -

x2="14.68,

water stock®.

P<0.001;

river/ereek fronthges:

Fencing ot

x2=15.21;
=0.010

A :

P=20.012

y
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appeared to be explained, at least in part,
by the higher importance farmers
attached to the economic values of their
.river frontages: Although farmers were 2
. minority of the survey respondcnts r.hey'
owned s1gmﬁcant1y larger Propcrtxcs r_han _
did non-farmers and contihué to be impor~
- - tant river frontage managers. Farmer con-
.+ .. +% cerns about the potential- ecomomic <
Lo #u ot o impacts of CRP will need to-be addressed;: . -
by perhaps th.rough modifications to CRP ox: ..
by stronger cost sharing. Notwithstandmg’.
“w« 7 this point,it scets that program managers:.
- _ may have focused too heavily on farmers.
... The GBCMA operates a highly respected
".riparian management . program: but :.our
. .analysis of postal survey data establishéd
** that landholders involved ‘in.théseipror

Lot

‘ tio'n;of 'i;fCR_P,_ pamcula:ly
. Respgndents i.nchcated the:
- increase. their- adbpuon of .CRP;
were: able- to': aceess: a. ,GBCMA
“that pravides: for stronger “gost.
“than- is normally available ﬁrom go

_up to. 75%. of the cost of cm-grorm x
-The cxistxng GBCMA. program.
provision .for the .costs of fz
fencing or ongoing pest. wced a.u' v
control and there. has beex: no-reizmby
ment of income forgone s a-g
changed landuse. Recent reseaIch;b
authors suggests that stronger cost st
that includes the foll cost. of -on:f
work, a payment for. active ‘managem
and income forgone’ ,(oppon:umty OSt,
can make 2 ‘spbstantial improvemen
landhoider adoption of CRP and the attaif
ment of catchment ta.tgets for rcvcgcté,up
. (Curtis et al. 2002).
:-Although most rcspondmfs; agreed 1]
A fencing. and watering stock . off-stré
.o were aspects of improved river. frop
i .. mmanagement, most had rcservatlons ab
: ' some aspects of the efficacy of. fcncing
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watenng stock -off-stream and. intens1vely
grazmg frontages for short periods of time.

Concerns about the efficacyof these CRP
a.ppca::ed to be impacting on their adop
' anagers and- sc1ennsts peed. to

ontage i At the same “time; eco-
onstraints’ are 2 criti¢al issue fori

uh_:ei_or bmng phiysically “able - t¢
dertake rehabilitation work are: critical

. "r.he GBC a.nd our’ recent

research in the Ovens Catchrient suggests'
: that there are some landholders who hold:-
. anticonservation attitudes or ‘are unl:kely

:‘less «of the' level of costsharing offered.
U“det fthese cu'cumstances and- where

1o establish a revolvmg fund and

perties as they come onto the
'markct Using this approach a new man-
agement regn:ne cani "‘be estabhshed and
then protected by a covenant prior to

landholders arl'icl:rto th ir _ Y
- (Chaxles Sturt Univers1ty ; .ass15t
data entry, ana.lys1s and preparauon of the .

landholders For others; havm,g suffis:

Access to skilled labour can be One,:__
Strategy for overcoming thiese constraints.”
e' attitudes ate genemlly positlve,

: .Australlen Bureau of Staﬂstics (1996) Australlans

-spond to incentives schemes regard:

priority ‘aréas are involved, one

ervene through the strategic purchase:

st

resale on the open market. Our research in
" the Ovens suggests that a revolvmg fund '
_ could be more successful than an incen.,
twe progra.m in accomphshmg catc.hmen, ‘
. ta.rgets (Curus et al. 2002). . SRR
Whﬂe everyone is. dxfferent, there is no '

need to respond to every landholder Tl:us
research has hlghhghted some of r.he key

ons and theu allow landholders
ose t.hat best meet r.heu- needs

helpful suggestxons
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