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Foreword

Australia’ s rangelands, which may be defined as
‘areas where domestic stock are grazed on native
pastures’, represent about 55% of the country’ s land
area, and encompass awide range of climates, soils,
vegetation and land uses. Much attention has been
directed to understanding biophysical aspects of
rangeland ecosystems, particularly in relation to
grazing, the most widespread land use. Morerecently,
attention has also focused on the conservation of
biodiversity throughout the rangelands, and to the
economic and social sustainability of rangeland
communities.

Our rangelands have witnessed periods of intense
pressure and change. These have left their marks on
the landscape and its vegetation. Introduction of
sheep and cattle, extension of watering systems, and
the effects of a highly-variable climate were early
stressors. Mining has long been a very important
activity in the rangelands. Tourism and the return of
management of land and water resources to
Aboriginal people are more recent devel opments.
Though dealing with many of these changes has been
achallenge, they have also presented opportunities.
Nevertheless, the need remains to resolve conflict
between different land uses, to maintain a sustainable
grazing industry in the face of increasing costs and
falling prices, and to preserve the social fabric of the
rangelands in the face of technological and economic
change.

One of twenty or so national R&D priorities
identified by LWRRDC during an extensive process
of review and consultation following its
establishment was:

Maintenance of condition, productive capacity and
environmental values of Australia' s rangelands.

In October 1993, in collaboration with the CSIRO
Wildlifeand Ecology, the Corporation held anational
workshop to identify R& D priorities for sustainable
use and management of Australia srangelands. A full
report of that workshop is available in LWRRDC
Occasiona Paper 06/93.

The workshop brought together people with awide
range of views and expertise in rangelands

management. Seven categoriesof R& D prioritiesand
four broad, cross-cutting themeswereidentified. Two
of the themes were that:

» socioeconomic aspects of rangeland management
consistently emergeasan areaof vital importance,
associated with the capacity and processes needed
to enablethoseliving intherangel andsto consider
opportunities for their own future; and

» athough a national framework could provide
benefits for the effective and consistent
management of the rangelands, priorities need to
be addressed in more detail and at the level of
individual regions, so asto take account of the
differencesin climate, soilsand landscapes across
the rangelands as awhole.

Following that workshop, LWRRDC sought to
establish, in collaboration with rangeland
communities and research organisations, a group of
projects that would integrate research and
information generation with aregional resource
planning process. Our aim was to bridge the gap
between research activities and the processes by
which decisions are made on resource alocation and
use. We also wanted to establish an interactive
process that brought together the experience of
rangeland communities with the knowledge and
expertise of researchers and other specialists.

Three such projects are now under way: in the North-
East Goldfields region of Western Australia; in the
Western Division of New South Wales; and in the
Central Highlands of Queensland. The third project
has a particularly strong focus on examining and
supporting the process of regional resource planning.
As part of the development of that project, its
principal investigators and associates undertook a
review of past effortsin regional resource use
planning, with particular reference to the rangelands.

Until now, there has been little attempt to formally
evaluate regional resource planning projects. This
review finds that many of the past projects have not
met important criteriafor success. In some cases, the
project and the planning have been centralised, with
limited local participation, and hence low likelihood



Foreword

of results being implemented. Several projects have
focused only on a subset of economic, environmental
or social issues, and have therefore not yielded the
type of integrated outcome that communities seek.
Many past projects have gathered much information,
but have failed to apply it to practical issuesin
resource use and management. In nearly every case,
there has been little serious effort to identify and
involve all stakeholders, or to resolve conflicts
between their interests. As aresult of these
shortcomings, past planning projects have generally
failed to reach binding agreements through which
improved decisionsin resource use and management
could be implemented. Few of the projects have done

much to empower regional communities to carry on
the process themsel ves and to make decisions about
their own futures.

The authors of this report draw out many of the
requirements for successful regional resource use
planning. Although the report focuses on rangeland
resources, its findings and recommendations will be
of widespread interest to any group or individual
concerned with progress towards the goal of
ecologically sustainable development.

Phil Price
Executive Director, LWRRDC
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Executive Summary

Both scientific evidence and national debate indicate
that Australia’ s rangelands are in stress. In many
rangeland regions, land degradation and farm debt are
increasing while community populations and social
support services are declining. Conflicting pressures
to jump at every economic opportunity, to shift to
sustainable production systems and to reconcile the
past displacement of indigenous people have set a
rapid pace of change for people in rangelands.

To address these pressures, solutions based on
regional, integrated, ecosystem approaches to
planning are frequently promoted. Calls for such
approaches have come from many sources, including
international bodies, Commonwealth and State
government agencies, industry sectors and
community-based stakeholder groups, but there
remains awide divergence of views about how they
might be achieved. Few groups can agree on what is
sustainable and equitable, let alone what constitutes
an effective regional approach to resource use
planning in rangeland environments. The challengeis
to establish planning systems that can deliver on the
ideas and rhetoric.

Thisreview lookscritically at past and contemporary
approaches to regional resource use planning in
Australia and overseas, with the view to charting a
course for more effective planning in Australian
rangelandsin the future. It suggests that, to deliver
effective outcomes, regional resource use planning
must encourage and implement approaches that
facilitate equitable negotiations among regional
stakeholders. This requires regional resource use
planning that incorporates at least three primary
elements: (i) the application of technically sound and
innovative social, economic and environmental
assessment methods to underpin negotiations; (ii) the
establishment and maintenance of appropriate
ingtitutional and support arrangements to facilitate
negotiation; and (iii) clear mechanismsto enhancethe
participation in negotiations of asmany as possible of
the constituents of the stakehol der groups represented
in the regional planning arena.

With these elementsin mind, this review shows that
regional approaches to resource use planning are not
new in Australia. Indeed, there is awealth of
institutional arrangementsin place to encourage
regional approaches. Nevertheless, grave deficiencies
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can be seen in current practices and arrangements
when they are viewed against the core regional
planning elements and measures of accountability,
efficiency, effectiveness and equity. Most current
activities are largely centralised planning processes
that have focused on non-integrated themes of
economic or social development, or conservation in
protected areas. Moreover, there have been few
formal evaluations of these practices and
arrangements and little adaptive management. There
remains a pressing need for R&D to focus on

eva uating the strengths and weaknesses of our
regional resource use planning systemsinwayswhich
facilitate and underpin appropriate reforms.

In relation to technical aspects of regional resource
use planning, this review finds that information
technologies have been overused for spatial
representation and data management, and underused
for interpretive analysis and astools to assist
negotiation. It also reveals a need for an improved
understanding of the social, cultural and ecological
processes that underpin the way regions function, to
give a better understanding of the relationship
between human servicedelivery, economic efficiency
and sustai nable management. Regional aspects of
economic assessment need further refinement, with a
greater focus on sectoral viability, more robust
systemsfor valuing economic resources and stronger
systems-based approaches to economic modelling
which can be applied effectively across spatial and
temporal scales.

The focus of planning has often been on the
development of regional structure plans used by
central authorities to regulate land use, rather than to
help negotiate solutionsto the conflicting interests of
regional stakeholders. Consequently, such planning
has generally been ineffective in either reaching
binding agreements between stakeholders or in
managing conflict when devel opment proposals are
presented for assessment by regulatory agencies.

The current institutional arrangements for regional
planning often entrench inequities. In other situations,
more flexible institutional arrangements support
negotiatory processesin principle, but do not taking
full advantage of the legal and political opportunities
for negotiation. Effective monitoring and evaluation
regimes that continue to build the negotiatory spirit
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among key stakeholder groups once initial regional
planning has been completed arerarely put into place.
Substantial R& D effort is needed to define more
effective ingtitutional arrangements and conditions
for facilitating negotiations that will result in binding
stakeholder agreement over regional aspects of
resource management. Thereisaneed to redefine the
organisational context within which regiona
planning occurs, so as to establish mechanisms for
negotiation that are on the one hand equitable and on
the other meet the needs of government-based
planning agencies.

This review finds that while most regional resource
use planning activities expound and practice various
forms of consultation with the general community,
few have been committed to giving stakeholder
groups the power to make decisions. This must
change if agreements negotiated at the regional level

Xiv

areto be credible and durable, and if support for
change towards sustainabl e resource management
systems within regionsisto grow. Particular
emphasis needs to be placed on improving
mechanisms (eg., participant funding, etc.) for
resourcing stakeholder groupsto carry out
representativefunctions, and on devel oping improved
techniques to empower individuals and groups to
develop their own planning and negotiation skills.

This review explores some of the more innovative
techniques and procedures that can be used to
improve regiona resource use planning outcomesin
rangelands. It also recommends what sorts of R&D
are needed to enhance the effectiveness of regional
approaches. New attemptsto deal withregional issues
in rangelands must learn from the successes and
failures of previous regiona planning experimentsin
Australia and el sawhere.



1  Regional ResourceUsePlanning:
Review I ntroduction

This review presents a comprehensive description
and analysis of current trends, practices and R&D
prioritiesin regional resource use planning. It
canvasses these issues at the internationa level,
focuses on national considerations, and pays
particular attention to the potential application of the
findings to Australian rangeland environments. The
review underpins a new regional resource use
planning R& D initiative that is currently being tested
within Queensland’ srangelands. Itisalsolinked to a
concurrent review of the impact of grazing
management practices upon ecosystem functioning
and bio-diversity in rangelands. While this review
focuses on regional planning in rangelands, its
findings are broadly applicableto rural environments
across Australia

In this chapter, we introduce the purpose of the
review by briefly examining the reasons why
integrated regional approaches to rangeland
management are currently receiving much attention
in the academic literature and in contemporary policy
debates. These include factors such asthe long- term
political impact of social conflict, economic
uncertainty and resource degradation problemsin
rangeland environments. We also outline how
growing national, regional and global political
support for sustainable development has encouraged
talk of the need for more integrated regional
approaches to rangel and management.

In thelight of these political pressures for regional
approaches to rangel and management, we spell out
the objectives of the review in this chapter. We then
outline how thisreview is structured to address these
objectives. In doing so, we hope to make it useful to
scientists, planners and rangeland stakeholders. To
place the review in context, we then go on to
characterise Australian rangelands and to explore a
range of issuesthat is currently posing challengesand
opportunities for their sustainable management. We
also explore the highly contested concept of ‘ region’
and provide guidance on how on it can be
successfully accommodated within resource use
planning practice.

1.1 Why Regional Resource Use
Planning in Rangelands?

The last two decades have seen aremarkable
worldwide recognition of the increasing pressures on
our natural resources. Thishasemerged amidst trends
toward greater diversificationinthe useof, and values
placed upon, natural resource systems. It has also
evolved at atime of greater callsfrom the community
for public involvement in decision-making, and for
higher standards of accountability in environmental
protection. Thereis also increasing scientific
recognition of the complexities of ecological
processes and that economic decisions cannot be
separated from their social and ecological
consequences. International acceptance of aneed for
action on a societal scale and within limited time
framesis evolving rapidly (eg. Functowicz and
Ravetz 1990; Jiggins 1995)

Together, these factorsareforcing revision of the pre-
eminent paradigm relating to natural resource useand
management. The traditional paradigm has been
characterised by the so-called rational, scientific
model of sustained yield, which has focused on, for
example, optimising on-site production, and
maximising consumptive resource use (eg. Cortner
and Moote 1994; Boehmer-Christiansen 1994). The
emerging paradigm isbased onintegrated ecosystems
management and collaborative decision-making
(Cortner and Moote 1994). It emphasises two core
principles: (i) maintenance or restoration of resource
condition or health (eg. ecological state) and long-
term resource sustainability; and (ii) the
reconciliation—through structured and equitable
mechanisms of bargaining and negotiation—of
conflicting values, interests and expectations of
different stakeholdersinvolved in the use and
management of resources (eg. Boehmer-Christiansen
1994).

The complexities and interrel atedness of the
environmental, economic and social aspects of
resource use over time and space have been well
recognised in international agreements
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(see Section 4.1). An outcomein Australia has been
that approaches and attitudes to natural resource
management in rangelands are increasingly being
shaped by major national goals and policies (see
Section 4.2). Decision-making and action relating to
the use and management of land and water resources,
however, occurs largely at theindividual land
manager level. Collectively, at the regional or
catchment level, such decisionsand actions may have
significance and offsite implications for ecosystems
and social communities, aswell asfor future resource
uses and functions. For these reasons, resource use
and management trade offs between economic and
productive use, conservation, and the social and
cultural values of land need to be assessed and
resolved in aregional context. Regional approaches
to resource use planning present an opportunity to
ensure that sustai nable development can occur
without inequitable outcomes for producers, industry
and community-based interests groups, both now, and
for futuregenerations(ie., intraandinter-generational
equity can be assured).

The need for regional approachesto resource use and
management is particularly apparent within
Australian rangelands, given the contemporary
problems they face (see Section 1.2). Asaresult, the
call for regionally-based, integrated and ecosystem
approaches is becoming stronger (eg. Morton and
Price 1994; Wilcox and Cunningham 1994;
Robertson 1994; Stafford Smith 1994; Holmes 1994,
1996¢; Walker 1996; Hoey 1996). Despite this,
however, thereisno generally agreed body of guiding
principles, procedures and techniques for the
application of such approaches which can integrate
ecological and equity issues. Thisis still the case
regardless of the long history of regional planning
activities across Australia

Because of the significance of the land degradation
issues facing Australian rangelands, the Land and
Water Resources Research and Devel opment
Corporation (LWRRDC) held anational workshopin
Brisbane in October 1993 to identify R&D priorities
for their sustainable use and management (Morton
and Price 1994). The workshop identified regional
analysis and planning to be of vital importanceto the
future of rangelands. The participants also identified
anumber of related R&D priorities, including:

« theneedto link rangelands R& D to regional
planning in order to promote application of new
knowledge;

» thedevelopment of effective methods of bridging
gapsininformation between economic production

and ecological sustainability, in order to assist in
land use and management decisions; and

« thedevelopment of mechanismsfor identifying all
interest groupsin order to ensure that regional
planning is responsive to the full range of
community interests.

Followinginitial discussionsbetween LWRRDC and
CSIRO Tropical Agriculture, abroad agreement was
reached to establish and fund anew regional resource
use planning R& D project for the Queensland
rangelands. The project would have two key
objectives:

1. tocollaboratively develop and apply an improved
planning framework for evaluating the use of
natural resources at aregional level;

2. to undertake more detailed examination of the
interrel ationships between productivity and
sustainability in livestock production systems.

This review was instigated to underpin the
development of an R&D project (the Central
Highlands Regional Resource Use Planning Project)
to explorethefirst of these objectives. Itisenvisaged
that this project will result in the development and
application of guiding principles, practices and
techniques for natural resource use decision-making
inaregional context. Whilethework will be based on
a Queensdland case study, it is anticipated that the
outcomes will have general application across
Australian rangelands and other rural environments.
The R&D will take a multidisciplinary approach to
assess and integrate information on the biophysical,
economic, social and policy aspects of resource use.
It will also have a strong emphasis on direct
stakeholder involvement in developing and
negotiating appropriate regional land-use strategies.
Queensland’ sCentral Highlands project wasintended
to complement two companion research projectsin
Western Australian and New South Wales
rangelands (see Section 4.3).

The second of the above objectives was explored in
another review (see Maclntyre and Mclvor 1998)
which ran concurrently with the one reported here.

Asregional planning has not been abasic component
of rangelands management in Australia, our review
seeks to cast awide net; exploring international,
national, interstate and crossregional experiencesand
drawing particularly upon those lessons that can be
transferred and applied in arangelands context.
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1.1.1 Objectivesand structure of thereview

In undertaking the review, we have aimed to produce
adocument that not only will underpin our evolving
R& D project, but also will provide auseful tool to all
planners, scientists and stakeholders with an interest
in regional planning. Thus, the review seeks to meet
the following objectives:

1. to determine whether there is strong political
support, practical need and demand for regional
approaches to resource use planning in Australia;

2. toestablish aclear understanding of the essential
elements of regional resource use planning and a
set of baseline principlesthat should apply if such
planning is to meet the current challenges facing
rangelands;

3. to map out the complexity of institutional
arrangements that are already in place to support
approaches to regional resource use planning in
Australig;

4. toassessthe current state of regional resource use
planning and its associated institutional
arrangements in Australia and overseas against
the baseline principles devel oped;

5. toidentify innovative procedures and techniques
that might be applied to regional resource use
planning to meet the baseline principles
established; and

6. toexplore R&D prioritiesfor improving regional
resource use planning practicein Australian
rangelands.

Thereview isstructured around these core abjectives.
In Chapter 2, we look, from the national to the
regional level, at political and academic
pronouncements that have supported regional
approaches to resource use planning. We explore the
diversity of views across those stakeholder groups
with an interest in rangelands. We also seek to
determine whether this support has been consistent
across biogeographic zones and resource sectors
within Australia. In doing so, we determine whether
or not rangelands are a special case, or whether
lessons can be drawn from regional resource use
planning asit appliesto other spatial and sectoral
resource zones.

In Chapter 3, we summarise the literature on the
theory of regional resource use planning. We
determine the core elements of regional planning and
develop some key principles that can be applied if
such planning isto meet the political expectationsthat
have been set for it. In an attempt to better
conceptualise the way that planning operates, we

have divided the literature into three core elements,
while seeking to maintain an overall perspective on
the integrated nature of resource use planning
problems. Based on an analysis of contemporary
developmentsin planning theory, these broad areas
include: (i) the integrated application of technical
assessment procedures and methods within planning,
including the use of information technologies; (ii) the
facilitation and institutionalisation of equitable
negotiations among stakeholders with an interest in
land use; and (iii) issues relating to the participation
of constituent members within stakeholder groups
involved in negotiations over regional aspects of
natural resource management.

With aclear set of principles established, we then
review, in Chapter 4, the institutional arrangements
that already support regional resource use planning
across Australia. We a so compare these to the
institutional arrangementsin afew other developed
countries. Chapter 4 therefore provides abasisfor a
broad analysis of how Australian regional resource
use planning measures up to the key principles
identified in Chapter 3. We undertake thisanalysisin
Chapter 5.

Armed with a clear understanding of the limitations
and strengths of our current regional planning
systems from Chapter 5, we take a closer ook at the
literature in Chapter 6 to present a number of newer
procedures and techniques that we consider may help
to bridge gaps between current deficiencies and best
practice. This may provide a basic toolkit for
individuals and groups interested in improving
planning outcomes. We also recognise, however, that
some techniques and procedures need further
development if current practice isto improve. Thus,
in Chapter 7, we broadly identify those R&D
priorities needed to improve planning practice, so as
to enable it to offer equitable and sustainable
solutions and options to rangelands managers.

1.2 Why Rangelands? Their
Characteristics and
Contemporary |ssues

In therest of this chapter, we explore further why
regional approaches to resource management should
be applied in rangelands. What are rangelands, and
what characteristics make them amenable to regional
planning? We also explore what we mean by a
‘region’ and how the concept can be applied to
rangelands.
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1.2.1 Defining rangelands

The Draft National Strategy for Rangeland
Management (NRMWG 1996) defines rangelands as
follows:

Australia’ s rangelands are made up of native
grasslands, shrublands and woodlands, the tropical
savanna woodlands, and the slopes and plains of
northern New South Wales (NSW) and southern
Queensland....They are characterised by unique
geological formations, diverse landscapes, and arich
heritage of culture and tradition (NRMWG 1996:1).

This definition excludes parts of the tropical and
subtropical savannas of central and eastern
Queendand (Mott et al. 1985) where climatic, soil
and economic conditions have enabled the
“naturalisation of, or purposeful incorporation of,
improved pasture species’ (Mott and Tothill 1984). In
these areas, animal production is still predominantly
based on natural pastures under extensive
management systems. Thus, for the purposes of this
review, we have broadened the definition of
rangelandsto include all of the eastern tropical and
subtropical savannas. Rangelands are defined,
therefore, as areas where domestic stock grazing on
natural pasturesisthe predominant land use.

According to this definition, rangel ands encompass
over three-quarters of the Australian continent but
only about 2% of the nation’ s population occupy
them (Stafford Smith 1994). They are very diversein
terms of their geomorphological, ecological,
economic, socia, cultural and institutional
characteristics:

Australia srangelandsare vast and biogeographically
diverse. Complexity arising from diversity in ecology
and productivity is further enhanced by divergent
historiesin land settlement; by differencesin State/
Territory administrative, political and demographic
forces and by differencesin the relative location and
significance of rangelandswithin their boundaries; by
differential impacts of regional accessibility and
infrastructure; and by divergent opportunities for
non-pastoral use (Holmes 1994:39).

The major land usesin Australian rangelands include
extensive pastoralism (60%), Aboriginal lands
(15%), conservation (4%), and small areas of mining,
tourism, and military activity (Stafford Smith 1994).
There may also be areas of cropping, either for fodder
or commercial production.

1.2.2 Stakeholdersin the rangelands

Addressing issues such as the sustainable use and
management of our rangelands requiresthe collective

action of abroad and diverse group of stakeholders,
including:

« individual resource users(eg. pastoralists, miners,
Aboriginal people, tourists);

e policy, planning, regulatory and advisory
agencies within al three spheres of government;

e producer, resource user and community groups
(eg. Landcare and Integrated Catchment
Management groups, producer organisations,
conservation agencies, Aboriginal groups);

* R&D and extension providers (eg. in research
institutions, universities and government
agencies).

Thisdiversity will underpin any regional resource use
planning project dealing with sustainability in
rangelands, particularly in respect of negotiated
approaches to design and implementation.

1.2.3 Pressur es facing rangelands

Recent assessments of rangelands have indicated
widespread deterioration in most pasture typesin
many areas as aresult of reduced rainfall, a
substantial build-up of livestock numbers since the
1960s and changes in husbandry (eg. Tothill and
Gillies 1992). There are also concerns about |oss of
valued habitats, threats to native species, declining
economic viability, and an increasing dependence on
public support, not only to provide relief in times of
economic crisis, but also to maintain basic servicesto
highly dispersed populations (Holmes 1994; Vanclay
and Lawrence 1995). Pest animals (eg. rabbits, goats
and pigs) and weeds (eg. prickly acacia and rubber
vine) are also affecting productivity and ecological
sustainability (Maconochie 1996).

A recent study of economic viability intherangelands
found that declining terms of trade for producers and
land degradation were affecting the economic
viability of pastoral production in many aress,
increasing public concern for rangeland habitats and
creating a need for restructure. Beare et al. (19953)
warned that, because rangeland producers have
limited opportunities to diversify production or to
alter production systems, restructuring pastoral
enterprises was likely to be along, slow process.
There isalso evidence of land use conflict and socia
decline within the rangelands (eg. see Holmes 1996¢
and Vanclay and Lawrence 1995).

Australian rangelands are undergoing changesin
resource values and uses, land ownership, economic
direction, political and economic power structures,
and cultural and ethnic diversity (Holmes 1996b;
Maconochie 1996). These changesinvolve a
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fundamental shift in the predominant resource use
paradigm for rangel ands, from commaodity-orientated
goals of production, to new, more holistic goals,
including ecologically sustainable development, the
preservation of biodiversity, novel modes of non-
consumptive or low-impact resource use, recreation,
tourism, and the pursuit of social justice, cultural
traditions and self determination (Holmes 1996b). It
needs to be remembered, however, that (Walker
1996:5):

Resolving the complex issues required for sustainable
habitation in the rangelands will not be achieved by
reductionist studies of the ecology of rangeland
vegetation, or efficiency of animal productivity, or of
industry economics, or other topics analysed in
isolation. It requires an integration of ecological,
economic and social issues at local (paddock to
property), regional and national scales.

.... The significance of any one of these issues can only
be assessed by determining how it isinfluenced by, and
how it influences, the other issues, at other time and
space scales.

Some key issues relevant to the regional context are
summarised in Table 1, in terms of the potential
causes and possible impacts at the enterprise or
regional levels.

1.2.4 New opportunitiesin rangelands

In the last two decades, there has been a shift in
national perceptions and aspirations concerning the
rangelands. This has been accompanied by ageneral
shift from the pre-eminence of pastoralism as the
dominant resource use, to increasing recognition of
the significant opportunities for diversification and
new land-use alternatives (eg. Holmes 1994; Morton
and Price 1994). Holmes (1994) identifies five
distinct stakeholder imperatives shaping the future
use of rangelands:

e preservation of biodiversity, with agrowing
emphasis on preserving valued ecosystemsin
near-pristine condition;

e pursuit of ecologically sustainable land use,
commensurate with biological productivity;

» application of an economically optimal mix of
land uses, while ensuring these support
economically viable enterprises;

e pursuit of equitable outcomes, particularly in
regard to the rights and needs of Aboriginal
people; and

» facilitating land use change, particularly by
minimising impediments to land use conversion

to more intensive uses or to uses for public
purposes.

The major alternativesto pastoralism include
different models of land use which meet needs for:
Aboriginal access to land; conservation reserves,
public access for diverse tourism and recreational
activities; harvesting of wild floraand faunaproducts;
military activities and mining (Holmes 1994; Ash
1996; NRMWG 1996). In a number of cases,
however, there is conflict and competition among
existing and potential future land uses. As Robertson
(1994) notes, rangelands are at acritical pointintime,
and options for the future are in significant conflict
with the traditions of the past. This situation provides
opportunities and challenges for R& D on regional
resource use planning.

1.3 RegionsAsaBasisfor Resource
Use Planning

A number of different ad hoc regionalisations are
used in Australiafor regiona planning (eg. see
Woodhill and Dore (1997) and Lambert et a. (1996)).
Commonwealth departments, State government
agencies, industry and community-based bodies all
define the concept of ‘region’ in ways that suit their
management or administrative objectives (Ohlinet al.
1996). As aresult, across Australia, decisions are
often made based on conflicting assumptions about
boundaries. With different groups defining ‘what’s
in" and ‘what’sout’ in different ways, the notion of
coordination at theregional level can be sorely tested.

Regions, for example, are variously delineated in
Australia by physical, biogeographic, economic,
socia or administrative attributes, depending on the
planning, administrative and research agenda of the
agencies or stakeholders concerned. Examples of
current approachesto regionalisationin Australiaand
the purposes for which they are used are outlined in
Table 2. Table 2 illustrates that a ‘region’ may have
various definitions. Boundaries for these
regionalisations may be coincident, but usually they
are not.

Different stakeholders, in ways that suit their
purposes, will always define regions differently.
Regional approachesto planning therefore should not
seek to impose new and specific regional definitions
upon participating stakeholders. As abasis for
regional planning, however, thereisaneed to
negotiate a broad agreement about what constitutes a
common region of interest for planning.
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A discussion paper prepared for the Australian
Conservation Foundation on the role of local
government in resource and environmental planning
and management advocates (ACF 1995:41) that
effective regional planning needs to be based on
flexible geographical units which:

« are appropriate to the key issuesto be addressed
(with emphasis on implementation of strategies);

« areworkable in terms of relationships among the
playersinvolved;

e are compatible with administrative units used for
related purposes (eg. local government areas);

e areinteligible to communities involved.
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For the purposes of thisreview, we take the view that
definition of aregion asabasisfor planning needsto
focus less on delineating absol ute boundaries, and
more on finding a negotiated view which can
accommodate the divergent notions of ‘region’ held
by different stakeholders. Factors underpinning such
negotiations might include: significant ecological,
economic, cultural and socia issues; the nature and
scope of existing and potential land use conflicts;
priority areasfor State and Commonwealth agencies;
arange of ingtitutional structuresto support regional
planning; the presence of community and industry
support and structures; and opportunitiesfor research
collaboration.



2.

Political Callsfor Regional

Approachesto Resource Use

Planning

I's there widespread support for the concept of
integrated regional resource use planning among
those major stakeholderswith aninterest in rangeland
management? It isimportant to demonstrate (at least
in a qualitative sense) the degree of support for it
among key stakeholders. In this chapter, we

determine whether thereisastrong political basisfor,
and hence demand for, regional approachesto
resource use planning in Australia. We outline the
historical development of critical political statements
calling for such approaches, particularly in rangeland
environments. We systematically explore these calls
across different stakeholder groups. We also draw a
number of parallels to the social, economic and
environmental stresses facing Australia s rangelands
by examining debates about regional resource use
planning in other contexts. Most of Australia s major
bioclimatic zones (eg. the coastal zone) and resource
sectors (eg. the forests) face common stresses,
including the variety of competing uses and past and
present unsustai nable management practices.

The information we present here demonstrates that,
during thelast decade, statements supporting regional
approaches to resource planning have emerged from
across the range of stakeholderswith an interest in
natural resource use. Many have focused on
rangeland issues. The breadth and strength of these
policy positions suggests that there is broad cross-
sectoral support for regiona planning throughout
Australia s diverse biogeographic zones, but that
much negotiation isneeded to makeit areality. While
there are still debates about what ecologically
sustainable development (ESD) is and how it can be
most effectively and equitably implemented, thereis
little doubt that general support for the concept has
resulted in direct pressure to view resource
management issues from aregional perspective.
While political support for the idea of ESD appears
strong, it is often ill-defined and poorly
conceptualised. Indeed, there are diverse definitions
of sustainability and equity (see Maclntyre and
Mclvor 1998), particularly at the regional level.
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2.1 Support for Regional Resource
UsePlanning Across Stakeholder
Groups

Whileit is often presumed that calls for regional
approaches to resource use planning derive from
national government policy and international
convention, they have come from many more sectors,
including State and local government, industry and
community sector stakeholder groups, and academic
and research institutions.

2.1.1 International callsfor a shift towards
regional resource use planning

Much of the shift towards support for regional
resource use planning in Australia has followed
developments and agreements at the international
level. The United Nations (UN) has played an
important role, placing general environmental
concerns on theinternational agendaasearly as 1972
(Endre 1993:1). The UN subsequently played a
central rolein establishing an institutional framework
for the diffusion of ESD concepts across national
governments.

One of the key stepsin building further support for
ESD principles camefrom the UN appointment of the
World Commission on Environment and
Development, resulting in the Brundtland Report
(WCED 1987). In so doing, the UN was concerned
that environmental conservation was a matter that
could not be effectively dealt with at national or local
levels (Endre 1993:1). While the World Commission
did not focus on regional planning, there is no doubt
that it wasinstrumental in signalling acultural shift to
integrated resource management and sustainable
development. The Brundtland Report (WCED 1987)
states:

The integrated nature of the new challenges and issues
contrasts sharply with the nature of the institutions that
exist today. .... Those responsible for managing natural
resources and protecting the environment are
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institutionally separated from those responsible for
managing the economy.

Following the Brundtland Report, the 1992 UN
Environmental Summit in Brazil stimulated further
callsfor regional resource use planning in Australia.
The Summit triggered many nations to respond to
broader considerations in the management and
monitoring of environmental quality. It supported the
development of national sustainable development
strategies and local action plans (i.e., local Agenda
21s; Selman 1994:461). The Australian Government
has signed a number of international conventions
which have established strong political and
institutional basesfor improved regional resource use
planning (see Chapter 3).

2.1.2 Commonwealth Gover nment

At the national level there are a number of working
groups and policy processes that have called for
regional approaches to resource use planning. Three
main themes of debate can be identified (see also
Woodhill and Dore 1997:8):

1. Regional economic development. Thistheme
emerged originally from post-war reconstruction
efforts under the Curtin and Chifley governments
(Woodhill and Dore 1997:8). It was abandoned by
the subsequent Coalition government, but re-
emerged in the 1990s, largely within Brian
Howe's Regional Development portfolio under
the then Labor government. This theme focuses
on regiona economic development (viaresource
exploitation and infrastructure development) as a
key plank of national development;

2. Regional social development. The second theme
involves two sub-themes with social objectives.
Thefirst evolved in the early 1970s under the
Whitlam administration with the establishment of
an Area Assistance Program (AAP) to facilitate
regional social development. Thistheme no
longer significantly influences regiona planning
in Australia. The second sub-theme has evolved
following the formation of the Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Commission (ATSIC) in
1990 and High Court’s judgement in relation to
native title in the Mabo and Wik judgments;

3. Regional environmental protection/resource
security. Thethird theme, while recognised asfar
back as the 1940s (Woodhill and Dore 1997:8),
evolved more recently from national
developments in environmental protection,
industry calls for resource security and an
evolving policy framework for implementing
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ESD and other international environmental
commitments.

All three themes devel oped independently of one
another, despite the interdependence of economic,
social and environmental aspects of regional
development. Their details follow.

The regional economic development themein
regional planning

With the election of the Labor government in 1983, a
significant shift to greater Federal involvement in
regional development emerged. While limited
regional development functions existed within the
Department of Health, Housing, Local Government
and Community Services by the early 1990s, the
Prime Minister’ s Investing in the Nation statement in
1993 led to the establishment of an Office of Regional
Development in the new Department of Industry,
Technology and Regional Development (DITRD).
The office was to establish a Ministerial Council on
Industry, Technology and Regional Devel opment,
build effective Commonwealth/State, private sector,
trade union and local government relations on
regional devel opment, analysetheregional impactsof
government policy and implement programs to
enhance regional economic devel opment.
Importantly, the office was aso made responsible for
establishing a national Task Force for Regiona
Development to identify key industry and economic
development issues from aregional perspective
(DITRD 1993:85).

Thistask force was instrumental in influencing
increased Federal involvement in regional
development. It was led by Bill Kelty (Secretary of
the Australian Council of Trade Unions) and
comprised members with arange of regional
development roles. The task force reported to
Minister Alan Griffithsin July 1993. Its
recommendations included: enhanced funding and
support for regional economic devel opment; the
integration of social and economic considerationsin
regional resource use planning; the establishment of
regional environmental jobs plans; the facilitation of
regional agreements with ATSIC regional councils
and the fostering and support of Regional Economic
Development Organisations (REDOs) to undertake
regional economic planning and development (Kelty
1993:5-13).

Thetask force' s report influenced the government’s
1994 Working Nation White Paper. The paper
focused on economic growth and delivering
employment opportunities in both urban and rural
regions. It promoted business success and sustainable
economic growth to generate jobs; or national
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development through regional growth
(Commonweslth of Australia 1994). Thistheme
matched those of the government’ s national
economic strategy for an export focus in industry,
continuing micro-economic reform and the
integration of socia and environmental objectives.

One significant result of the Working Nation White
Paper was aboost in funding and government support
for regional economic development ($150 million
over four years) to be administered through the
Department of Housing and Regional Devel opment’s
(DHARD) Regiona Development Program (see
subsection 4.2.1). Minister Brian Howe evinced
Commonwealth support for regional planning and
development in launching the program, noting
(DHARD 1994:iii):

Successful long term growth is most likely to occur
where regions take responsibility for identifying their
potential, assessing their strengths and developing and
implementing their own strategies...Central to the
program is the promotion of best practice (in regional
planning and development). Regional organisations
seeking assistance need to meet eligibility criteriabased
on the best practice in activities such as strategic
planning, industrial relations and investment
promotion.

With the change in Federal government in March
1996, while most funding components of the
Regional Development Program were disbanded, a
Ministry of Transport and Regional Devel opment
was retained to maintain afocus on regional
economic development. In the first August Budget
statement of Minister John Sharp (Sharp 1996:12),
the new Coalition government committed itself to:

...work cooperatively with (regional leaders) to ensure
that current support mechanismsfor regional leadership
evolve in away that will ensure maximum support for
the needs of business and regional
communities...Making better use of the talent and
resources available has been an objective of R(E)DOs.
Even though the Government has decided not to fund
new projects under the former Regional Development
Program, all existing contractual commitments will be
honoured, recognising the energy and commitment
demonstrated by regional leaders.

Under both the L abor and Coalition governments, this
general drive to enhance planning for regional
economic development has not adequately integrated
environmental and social considerations. At least one
element of the drive, however, has sought to integrate
environmental considerations more fully. Because of
its dependence on the health of natural resources at
the regional level, political and policy debates
concerning eco-tourism devel opment have frequently
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included regional environmental issues. The ESD
Working Group on Tourism, for example,
recommended that regional planning should focus on
integrated land use plans based on ecological systems
or biophysical regions. Such regional plans, in the
view of the working group, would underpin any
strategic tourism plans developed by State or
Territory governments in collaboration with local
government and the tourism industry (Preece et al.
1995:45).

Further, in areport on eco-tourism to the Bio-
diversity Unit of the Department of Environment,
Sport and Territories (DEST), Preeceet al. (1995:72)
al so recommend that regional planning capabilitiesbe
developed jointly between the Federal, Stateand local
governments to encourage and enhance the
management of eco-tourism. They consider that this
would require the development of information and
data systems, modelling capabilities and
arrangements for collaborative planning.

The social development theme

As mentioned previously, there have been two sub-
themesin calls for regional approaches to planning
from asocia development perspective. Thefirst of
these emerged from the social welfare sector during
the early to mid 1970s (see Jones and Thornwaite
1994:81), resulting in the Whitlam Labor
government’s Australian Assistance Plan (AAP) to
facilitate regional social development (see subsection
4.2.2). With the collapse of the AAP following the
fall the Whitlam government, proponents of regional
social development have not since had such a
significant influence on Federal regional planning
policy. Program delivery planning within Federal
human services agencies (such as the former
Department of Health, Housing and Community
Services), has tended, nevertheless, to be strongly
regionalised (Jones and Thornwaite 1994:71).

A second social development sub-theme of more
relevance to regional resource use planning in
rangelands has arisen through a number of legal and
policy developments in matters concerning
indigenousAustralians. First wasthe establishment of
60 (now 35) Aboriginal and Torres Strait |slander
Commission Regional Councils, and the election of
zone representatives to the ATSIC (see Sullivan
1996). Under the Aboriginal and Torres Srait
Islander Commission Act 1989, regional councilsare
required to develop regional plansfor “improving the
economic, social and cultural statusof Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander residentsof theregion” (ATSIC
1994b,c).
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More recently, the findings of the High Court in
relation to Mabo and othrs. vs. The Queensland
government and the Wik case have placed nativetitle
issues firmly on the resource use planning agenda. In
response to the original High Court decision, the
Federal government passed the Native Title Act 1993.
In negotiations leading to the Act, land councils
across northern Australia played a critical rolein
ensuring that it provided opportunities to negotiate
regional agreements. Regional agreements seek to
reconcileresource use and development in Aboriginal
domains with the native title and social justice
aspirations of Aborigina traditional owners. The
concept has been strongly influenced by the
Nananvuut regiona settlements in north-western
Canada (see Richardson et al. 1994). Indeed, Craig
(1996) outlines the requirements and opportunities
for the involvement of indigenous peoplein regional
planning under international and national law and

policy.

The environmental protection/resource security
theme

While Commonwealth concern for regional planning
until the 1990s focused on economic growth and
micro-economic reform, the Government had
simultaneously been promoting separate notions of
regional resource use planning in the context of the
environment. Initial pressuresto do thisarosethrough
thelisting of key areas of conservation significance
under the World Heritage Properties Conservation
Act 1983. In Queensland, for example (see subsection
4.2.1), this has resulted in the devel opment of
statutory forms of regional planning by both the Great
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) and
the Wet Tropics Management Authority (WTMA).

The previoudly limited role of the Commonwealthin
regional approaches to resource management began
to increase as international pressure for a shift
towards ESD principles became a greater influence
on Commonwealth policy. Thus, in recent years,
there has been a marked increase in Federal support
for more integrated regional approaches to resource
management. A substantive step was, for example,
when in the 1991 Budget, the Commonwealth
foreshadowed the preparation of aNational Land Use
Policy (McDonald 1992:249). Thiswas an important
milestone, considering the strongly held principle of
the State’ sretaining primary responsibility for
matters of land management.

Though it was created in 1989 as the result of project
level conflict, the Resource Assessment Commission
(RAC) wasoneof thefirst national institutionsto play
aleading role in assessing resource use options at the
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regional level. Apart from itsrolein the Coronation
Hill dispute, its primary focus wasin relation to its
Forest and Coastal Zone inquiries (see RAC
1992a:8). In particular, the Forest Inquiry
underpinned the Commonwealth’ s eventual adoption
of the concept of Regional Forest Agreements
(RFAS), currently being established through
Comprehensive Regional Assessment (CRA)
processes. RFASs establish the framework for
negotiating resource use change within regiona
forest industries (see subsection 5.3.2). It isimportant
to note that under the Resour ce Assessment
Commission Act 1989, the RAC was required to
report to the Prime Minister on the environmental,
cultural, social, industry, economic and other
implications of major resource use proposals. In the
view of Justice Stewart, the head of the RAC, this
ensured an “integrated approach to decision making”
0n resource management issues (Stewart 1990:102).

Some years after the formation of the RAC,
intergovernmental activity began to focus on
establishing greater agreement and coordination on
environmental planning and management carried out
by different levels of government. In 1992, the
Commonwealth, States, Territories and the
Australian Local Government Association (ALGA)
concluded the Intergovernmental Agreement on the
Environment (see subsection 4.2.3). While this
agreement does not specifically call for regional
resource use planning, it again recommends
intergovernmental support for integrated resource
management. In the agreement, all parties concur on
the need for: (Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet 1992:13)

...effectiveintegration of economic and environmental
considerationsin decision making processes, in order to
improve community well being and to benefit future
generations.

During the early 1990s, the Commonwealth also
played a more direct role in facilitating nationally
significant regional resource use planning processes,
by negotiating joint agreements with key States.
Resulting joint initiative projects include the Cape

Y ork Peninsula Land Use Strategy (see subsection
5.3.1) and the Murray—Darling Basin Commission
(see subsection 5.3.3), and a multiple Use Strategic
Plan in the Southern Gulf of Carpentaria. Pressure to
make a direct commitment to these regional
approaches arose from devel opment pressures and
land speculation on the Peninsula the national
economic significance of land degradation in the
Murray—Darling, and conflict over the Century Mine
in north-west Queensland.
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Finally, in morerecent years, various Commonwealth
policy and program development processes, which
have in part emerged in response to the international
ESD agenda, have more specifically called for
integrated regional approaches to resource
management. Theseinclude the National Strategy for
ESD, the National Strategy for the Conservation of
Australia s Biodiversity, the National Forest Policy
Statement and the Draft National Rangelands
Strategy. Federal institutional arrangements
supporting regional resource use planing which have
emerged under these arrangements are detailed in
subsection 4.2.3. In particular, these strategies have
also underpinned the current focus on regional
approaches to resource management being promoted
through the implementation arrangements for the
government’s National Heritage Trust (NHT)
funding (see Environment Australia 1997:1).

2.1.3 State and Territory governments

While there has been little consistency in the ways
that different States and Territories have dealt with
regional planning issues, the background to political
callsfor regional approaches to planning has
paralleled the Commonwealth situation. State and
Territory-leve calls have often echoed the three
themes of regional economic devel opment; regional
social development; and environmental protection/
resource security. The strength of these calls has
waxed and waned depending on the political position
held by the different governing parties over recent
years. The current institutional arrangementsthat are
the result of these calls are outlined in section 4.3.

Regiona economic development has been the
strongest el ement of regional policy in most State and
Territory governments for some time. State support
for regional resource use planning has been
channelled through program and infrastructure
funding. Again, State strategies for eco-tourism
development have tended to be the only regional
development strategies that have strongly supported
integrated resource use planning at the regional level
(eg. see Queensland Ecotourism Tourism Strategy;
Queensand Department of Tourism, Sport and
Racing 1995). Callsfor regional social development
have been limited (see Jonesand Thornthwaite 1994).

With the exception of Victoria s Land and
Conservation Council, only in recent years have a
number of States supported regional resource use
planning policies from an environmental or resource
security perspective. These calls have often arisen
because of seemingly intractable resource use conflict
in regions of high environmental value. In many
instances, the adoption of policies and institutional
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arrangements supporting regional resource use
planning has arisen from the findings of State-based
judicia inquiriesinto such conflicts and resource
degradation crises. One example was the Queensland
Commission of Inquiry into the Conservation,
Management and Use of Fraser Island and the Great
Sandy Region, established to resolve a number of
conservation, mining, tourism, recreation and forestry
linked conflicts (CICMUFIGSR 1991). Apart from
recommending the establishment of an integrated
regional plan, at amoregeneral level withinthe State,
the Inquiry recommended (CICMUFIGSR 1991:12):

The Department of Housing and Local Government
coordinate and supervise the preparation and
implementation of regional plans which conform with
the State strategic plan (based on integrated
environmental, social and economic considerations)
and the preparation and implementation of local
authority plansin accordance with the State and
regional plans.

2.1.4 L ocal gover nment

Aswith the State governments, a predominant theme
in support of regional planning in local government
circles has been a drive for regional cooperation
among adjacent local governments to support
economic development. This has been facilitated
largely by program-based support for regional
economic development at both State and
Commonwealth levels. The need for effective
regional organisationsto administer such programs
and the collective bargaining power that can be
gained through regional association, has resulted in
the formation of numerous Voluntary Regional
Organisations of Councils (VROCS) in many parts of
Australia. VROCs have often evolved to provide an
informal institutional basis for regional planning
(particularly economic) activities.

Local government support for integrated planning
generally has been focused more at the local level. In
1992, with strong support from the Commonwealth
government, the Australian Local Government
Association (ALGA) released a discussion paper
which set out an approach to Integrated Local Area
Planning (ILAP). Theintention wasthat ILAP would
engender a stronger integrated planning ethic within
local councils by creating effective linkages between
planning and service delivery, sensitise planning
processes to local circumstances and provide abasis
for improvements in programs and regulationsto
enhance the quality and effectiveness of service
delivery. A final ILAP guide was published in 1994
(ALGA 1994) and significant Commonwealth
funding for ILAP projectsin subsequent years hel ped
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to embed the concept in local government thinking
across Australia.

While ILAP has had alocal focus, it has helped to
engender support for integrated planning at the
regional level, even though local government has
traditionally been suspicious of regionalist agendas
within Commonwealth and State governments. In
particular, there has been increasing support for
regional planning on environmental grounds within
local government. As asignatory to the IGAE, the
ALGA has made a clear political statement of its
support for the concept of integrated resource
planning and management. Thorman (1995a) notes
that local government has an increasing awareness of
the need for regional approachesto environmental
planning and sustainable economic devel opment. He
considers that, apart from requiring the full
involvement of local government, thiswould involve
cooperative effort among State and Commonwealth
agencies. Detailed guidelines for the devel opment of
Regional Environmental Strategies have now been
developed by ALGA (Thorman and Heath 1997).

2.1.5 Industry support

Many industry groups have also recognised the need
to move towards sustainable resource use, partly
becauseit may becritical to their long-term economic
future and partly through an increasing awareness of
the impacts of unsustainable development on other
community interests. Conseguently, policy
statements from industry groups around Austraia
supporting moves towards sustai nable devel opment
practices have become more frequent. The objectives
outlined in the North Australia Beef Research
Council’ sstrategic plan provide one examplerel evant
to Australian rangelands (NABRC 1994:12).

Currently, because sustainable development is an
evolving concept in industry circles, more specific
policy statements in support of regional resource
planning have generally not been routinely adopted,
though there are some notable and influential
exceptions. One such arose from ajoint proposa to
the Commonwealth government in 1989 from the
National Farmers Federation (NFF) and the
Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF). In the
light of obvious signs of stresswithin Australia’'s
rural resource base, thisjoint proposal (called the
National Land Management Program or NLMP)
resulted in specific government action (Martin and
Woodhill 1995:176). This action included
establishment of the National Soil Conservation
Strategy and a government commitment to provide
significant additional resourcesto the National Soil
Conservation Program (NSCP). One focus of the
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NLMP was support for prioritisation and planning
that would integrate action across local and regional
levels.

Alsorelevant isthe degree of industry involvement in
joint working groups and task forces which have
recently supported moves towards regional
approaches to resource use management in
rangelands. The National Farmers' Federation, for
example, was represented on the National Rangeland
Management Working Group. Thisindicates higher
level support for such approaches within industry
groups. The draft National Rangeland Management
Strategy promoted the use of an integrated
bioregiona framework to identify the ESD needs of
different rangeland regions. One of the key
recommendations in pursuit of this objectiveisto:
(ANZECC and ARMCANZ 1996:40)

Consider the rangelands as an agreed set of bioregions
becoming the focus for the application of rangelands
policies and planning.

2.1.6 The community sector

As mentioned above, industry and the conservation
sector have made anumber of joint callsin support of
regional resource use planning. These include, for
example, ACF involvement in calls for the NLMP,
and involvement of the Arid Lands Coalition in the
National Rangelands Management Working Group.
Many State-based conservation groups aso have
policies favouring regional approachesto resource
use planning (Fairweather, pers. comm. 7/1996).

In an increasing number of situations, rural
communities themselves have been calling for
regional approaches to resource use planning,
particularly where they are suffering economic
hardship due to resource management problems (eg.
Hynes et al. 1996; Ledgar 1994:74). Rural
community support and involvement in integrated
approachesto catchment management alsoindicatesa
level of community-based support for regional
planning. Thisis not to say that many rural
communities, however, do not remain wary of the
potential for increased government and other
interventions that could arise from regional planning
processes.

There have a so been callsin support of regional
social development from the community-based
welfare or social services sector. The Queensland
Council of Socia Services, for example,
commissioned areview of regional social
infrastructure planning in Queensland in 1994, asa
aid to establishing a clear policy position and lobby
platform in relation to regional planning issues.
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Recommendations adopted by the Council at the end
of the review included (Jones and Thornthwaite
1994:112):

The Queensland government should develop and
implement amajor policy initiative relating to the
planning, development and provision of regional social
infrastructure across the State.

The aspirations of indigenous people to negotiate
some form of self determination at the regional level
are becoming a fundamental driver in regional
resource use planning activities that can resolve,
through negotiation, natural resource useand land use
conflicts, particularly in rangelands in northern
Australia. Examplesinclude the landmark agreement
between Aboriginal people, pastoralists and
conservationistsin relation to Cape Y ork Peninsula
(Cape York Land Council 1996) and calls for
multilateral regional agreementsin the Kimberley
Region (Yu 1996).

2.1.7 Callsfrom the R& D community

The Australian Science and Technology Council has
recognised (ASTEC 1996:27) that increasing
regionalisation will be aforce driving science and
technology activitiesin the next 15 years. Already,
there have been anumber of callsfrom scientific and
R& D organisations for regional approachesto
resource use planning. As Holmes (1994:40) points
out, theseinclude ASTEC (1993:54) and the Office of
the Chief Scientist (1993). Theformer statesthat one
of the benefits arising from trends towards landscape
management on aregional basisisthat: (ASTEC
93:54).
such arrangements emphasi se regional environmental
characteristics, needs and responses and promote inter-
governmental cooperation along with community
participation.
While these important scientific agencies have
supported regional planning at the general level, there
are also callswithin the research literature promoting
regional approaches to the management of particular
bio-climatic zones (see section 2.2) and as a general
resource use planning principle (see section 3.2). In
relation to rangelands, at a national workshop
sponsored by LWRRDC in 1993, regiona planning
emerged as a significant R&D priority (see Morton
and Price 1994:5).
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2.2 Callsfor Regional Approaches
Across Bio-climatic Zones and
Resour ce Sectors

Across Australia, political callsfor ashift to regional
approaches to resource use planning have targeted
tropical rangelands, the arid zone, native forests and
the coastal zone. Table 3 summarises the resource
management issues that have stimulated pressuresto
undertakeregional planning intheseareas. It alsolists
the main publications that have called, both
successfully and unsuccessfully, for regional resource
use planning to address these issuesin a holistic and
integrated way. The following sections highlight the
similarities between the issues facing different
regionsand sectors, suggesting too that, in developing
regional planning activitiesin rangeland areas,
experience from other bio-geographic regions and
resource sectors might perhaps be drawn on.

2.2.1 Tropical savannas

More than any other biogeographic zone, Australia’s
tropical savannas are experiencing major economic,
social and demographic changesin thewaysinwhich
land isused and valued (see Ash 1996). The multiple
usesand values associated with theselands aregiving
rise to a number of prominent land use conflicts and
related pressures. In this context, Holmes (1996¢)
advocates basic institutional reform. He considers
that the most striking changes have been in land
ownership and tenure through recognition of
Aboriginal land rights, the retreat of pastoral tenures
from the most marginal lands, and the search for new
tenures to accommodate non-pastoral uses. He
considers that State and Territory responses to these
challenges have been fragmented and belated, and
over-reliant on legislative solutions. In particular, he
advocates reforms of property rights which
accommodate private use rights to ensure
compatibility with the emerging resource use
opportunities.

Holmes (1996¢) considers that “in keeping with an
enhanced public role in resource allocation and
conflict avoidance, thereis a growing need for
strategic regional planning, focussing mainly on
marginal regions and urban development regions’.
He considers that such planning needsto be linked to
changing land tenures and uses, and to more
coordinated, informed and sensitive approachesto
environmental, social and economic impact
assessment. Importantly, he states that (Holmes
1996¢):
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Successful regional planning will only emerge
following an extended learning period, given the
novelty of the context, the rapidity and unpredictability
of change and the mix of interests meriting arolein the
planning process.

2.2.2 Arid Australia

Much of Australia’s arid and semi-arid rangelands
have been used for pastoral production for nearly 150
years. These lands bear alegacy of degradation and
speciesloss as aresult of past policies and land
management (eg. Tothill and Gillies 1992; Morton et
al. 1995).

In examining the future of these lands, Morton et al.
(1995) distinguished two closely linked but
potentially conflicting concepts of sustainability: (i)
the concept of sustainable use, whichisan enterprise
objectiverelating to “the management of land in such
away so asto maintain the productivity of the areain
perpetuity for that land use”; and (ii) the concept of
ecological sustainable land management, which isa
regional goal relating to “the management of aregion
so asto allow the maintenance of al its ecological
functions and thereby ensure the persistence of its
biodiversity”. They suggest that the challenge of arid
land management isto devise land allocation
procedures that would “allow both regional
conservation of biodiversity and use of land for other
purposes, such as pastoralism, Aboriginal use, or
tourism”. Morton et al. (1995) propose the
implementation of a process by which all arid land
users cometo act asland stewards, obtaining services
from the land in an ecologically sustainable manner.
Critical factorsidentified for the success of this
processinclude: changesin legidative arrangements
and coordination across different agencies and
spheres of government; the informed involvement of
current land managers; and financial assistance to
enable managers of marginal landsto remainin a
stewardship role to assist with the management of
feral animals, weeds, fire and local reserves.

Asan exampl e of the problemsfaced in arid lands, the
semi-arid mulgalands of Queensland face substantial
resource degradation, loss of biodiversity and a
declining ability to sustain pastoralism and other
economic uses (Queensland Department of Lands
1993; Sattler 1986). This has led to major
reconstruction of the pastoral industry in this region.
Concurrent with this, there have been calls for the
development of aregional conservation strategy.
Sattler (1986) proposes that a regional
biogeographical framework be developed for the
region as abasisfor strategic planning. He sees that
this framework would “provide the focus needed to
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develop arepresentative National Park system and to
develop action plans for major regional conservation
issues’.

In response to the situation in the mulgalands, the
Queensland Government issued a position paper in
1992. The paper noted the interdependence of
environmental conditions, pastoral productivity,
economic viability and social stability in the region,
and therefore the necessity for an integrated approach
to land use planning and land management to
successfully address regional land use problems.
These problems related to land degradation, water
management, small uneconomic property size, loss of
biodiversity and the impacts of kangaroos and fera
animals. Currently, amajor restructuring strategy is
being implemented for the pastoral industry in this
region.

2.2.3 Thenative forest sector

Over the past two decades, the use and management
of the native forest estate has been the subject of one
of Australia’s most divisive political debates. Initial
government responses often resulted in the gazettal of
national parks and world heritage listings, often with
pronounced social and economic impacts on local
communities and creating hot spots within the
broader political debate. In addition, disputes over
forest preservation have led to whole communities
reacting to what they perceive as “outsiders’
interfering in both their local economy and their way
of life (SRCU 1993:1).

Continuing dispute over the sustainable use of native
forest resourcesin the early 1990s resulted in arange
of high level processes which influenced the
development of ajoint Commonwealth, State and
Territory position in relation to forest management.
These processesincluded the ESD Working Group on
Forest Use, the National Plantations Advisory
Committee and the RAC’ s Forest and Timber
Inquiry. The impetus for discussions was also
stimulated by the National Conservation Strategy for
Australia and the 1986 National Forest Policy
developed by the Australian Forestry Council .

The outcome was the National Forest Policy
Statement, which was adopted by all States and
Territories (except Tasmania) in 1992. The statement
outlined agreed objectives and policies for the future
of Australia’s public and private forests, and
presented avision for the sustainable use and
management of Australia’ s forest resources
(Commonwealth of Australia 1992b).
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It aimed to establish a management regime focused
on ESD approaches to arange of uses and values,
including tourism, recreation and the production of
wood and non-wood products. The statement
promotes the need for integrated and coordinated
decision-making and improved interaction among
forest management agencies, resulting in agreed,
durable and regionally-based land use decisions.

Apart from reaffirming Commonwealth, State,
Territory and local government commitments to the
fundamentals of the IGAE, the Commonwealth
Government agreed on the need for asingle
comprehensive regional assessment (CRA) process
whereby the States can invite the Commonwealth to
participate in the undertaking of all assessments
needed to meet Commonwealth and State obligations
for the forested areas of aregion (see subsection
5.5.2). CRAswereintended to involve the collection
and evaluation of information on environmental and
heritage aspects of forestsand provideabasisfor both
parties to reach an agreement on management of
forestsin the region, including national estate, world
heritage, and Aboriginal heritage values,
environmental impacts and obligations relating to
international conventions (Commonwealth of
Australia 1992b:24).

2.2.4 The coastal zone

Sincethe 1970s, natural resourcesin the coastal zone
have been affected by rapid population growth,
increased recreational and tourist visitation and
substantial building and other development. These
direct pressures have been bolstered by indirect
impacts arising from water pollution, erosion,
sedimentation and the overuse of fisheries resources.
Conflicts have arisen among conservationists,
recreational users, tourists, developers and
indigenous usersof coastal resources (RAC 1992d:9).
Aslocalised devel opment impactswere blending into
regional level resource use changes (eg. rapid urban
growth around metropolitan regions), rising political
pressure from the environmental movement resulted
in the RAC being provided the terms of reference for
itsthird inquiry.The Coastal Zone Inquiry began in
February 1992. It progressed through a number of
formal stages, including public participation,
inquiries and the direct involvement of stakeholders
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throughout. Following the release of a draft
discussion paper presenting the preliminary
conclusions and recommendations, afinal report was
completed in November 1993. This report advocated
integrated environmental management of the coastal
zone (RAC 1993b). Underpinning this, and one of the
RAC'’ score recommendations, was the establishment
of aNational Coastal Action Program to improve
management of Australia’ s coastal resources. The
intention was that the program be adopted by the
Council of Australian Governmentsand implemented
by al three spheres of government in consultation
with the community and industry. In direct support of
regional resource use planning, the Commission
recommended (RAC 1993b:363) that:

...all governments with coastal zone responsibilities
develop local and regional coastal zone management
objectives that are consistent with agreed national
objectives and that provide firm guidelines for
integrated management of resources within each
government’ s jurisdiction.

In particular, the Commission recognised that many
coastal zone management issues extend beyond the
boundaries of individual local authorities, and to
other land based and marine resources. Asa
consequence, it saw as essential aregional approach
to coastal zone management, fully supported by local,
State and Commonwealth governments., and It
considered that the ‘ tyranny of small decisions’ must
be overcome by integrated regional planning,
specifically recommending (RAC 1993b:379) that:

...regiona coastal zone strategies be devel oped,
principal responsibility for their promotion and
implementation resting with the State governments; and
that the regional strategies be developed by groups
comprising representatives of regional communities
and industries, local authorities, and relevant State and
Commonwealth government agencies.

In doing this, the RAC considered that regional
boundaries needed to be reviewed and redefined by
the States, asfar as practicable, on biophysical, social
and administrative bases. It also recommended that
marine areas be included within these boundaries to
ensure that land based activities that affect marine
resource use are taken into account (RAC
1993h:379).



3.

History, Elementsand Principles

of Regional Resource Use

Planning

This chapter reviews the historical development of
regional planning theory and practice and outlinesits
key elements. Thereview illustratesthe failure of the
old ‘technical’ or ‘rational’ schools of planning
thought to come to terms with the technical
complexity of regional ecosystems and to deal with
the conflicting agenda of stakeholdersin apluralistic
society. Given the differences between producer,
conservation, mining, Aborigina and other
perspectivesin rangelands, it isessential that regional
planning address both complexity and conflict. Thus,
planning theory isincreasingly being called upon to
support improved processes of negotiation among
stakeholders, while continuing to enhance its
technical and administrative basis. Consequently,
developments in planning theory are now drawing
upon parallel developmentsin social, environmental
and economic theory. Because these components of
regional environments are interconnected, aspects of
systemstheory in al of these fields are increasingly
being applied, leading also to an increasein proposals
for more communicative and adaptive approaches to
regional planning.

Following discussion of theory, this chapter develops
anumber of key principles within which we consider
that regional resource use planning best operates.
These principles are then used to underpin our
assessment of contemporary Australian regional
resource use planning in chapter 5.

3.1 A General History of Regional
Planning Theory and Practice

3.1.1 Historical developmentsin planning
theory: rationalistsvs. the pluralists

Contemporary planning theory has evolved from the
centralised and rational models of planning that
surfaced after World War 11; atime when therewas a
strong call for large scale intervention in public
affairs. Support for “synopticrationalism” (see Simon
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1947) was further developed by March and Simon
(1958) in an attempt to link technological innovation
with planning. Rational approachesto planning relied
on the assumption that centralised planning agencies
held the power to develop and implement ‘unit’ plans
for thegood of society asawhole. Consequently, they
relied on the application of traditional technical and
scientific methods to achieve objectives primarily
focused on economic and infrastructure devel opment.

Realising that “rational comprehensive’ planning
was often preached but, because of human and
resource limitations rarely practised, Lindbolm
(1959) characterised the more commonly used
practices as “ successive limited comparison”
techniquesin the 1950s. Concluding that policy
decisionswere better arrived at by interactionsamong
established institutions (often public or significant
corporate ingtitutions) operating within the
centralised bargaining processes of ademocratic, free
market economy, he later proposed “incremental
decision making” (Lindbolm 1965).

Later, Etzioni (1967) proposed that “incrementalism”
would lead to an uneven power distribution among
groupsin society, resulting in under-representation of
the politically marginalised. Taking account of the
limits of the rational and incrementa approaches, he
proposed “mixed scanning”; a synthesis of both
previous models. This model provided aredlistic
overview of planning strategiesin avariety of policy
fields and allowed the planner to focus on specific
issues when necessary and as resources allowed. At
the sametime, it maintained an overview of theentire
planning community. Nevertheless, the intention
remained for the model to be operated by strongly
centralised planning agencies.

Planners and centralised agencies began to lose
control of the planning agenda as advocacy planning
evolved during the 1960s; a result of the adversarial
procedures used in the legal protection of minority
groups over planning-related issues (see Hudson
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1979:389). Advocacy planning proved successful in
blocking insensitive centralised plans and it
challenged the traditional view of the unitary public
interest (see Alinsky 1972; Heskin 1977). From this
emerged an understanding of the need for public
participation and negotiation during planning.

Amidst further criticism of rational comprehensive
planning approaches, Friedmann (1973) proposed
“transactive planning”. Transactive planning was
carried out in face-to-face contact with people
affected by decisions, and interpersonal dialogue was
intended to underpin a process of mutual learning
(Hudson 1979:389). It also encouraged the evolution
of decentralised planning institutions that hel ped
people to take increasing control over governance

i SSues.

The early to mid seventies saw the emergence of two
forms of planning based on comprehensive, grass-
roots approaches. One form of ‘radical planning’
stressed personal growth and cooperative spirit (like
transactive planning). The other took a more critical
and holistic look at large-scale social processes such
as the class structure, economic relationships, the
historical dynamics of social movements, control by
culture and media, confrontations and alliances (see
Hudson 1979:390).

While these developmentsin the theory sought to
address the problems arising from synoptic planning
approaches, their primary aim was still to provide
planning solutions for centralised planning agencies.
The need remained for model sthat could successfully
balance the use of technical or scientific planning
procedure with an equitable trade-off between
pluraistic social goals. Fortunately, a stronger link
between public policy studies and technical
procedural planning began to emergeinthe 1970sand
1980s, with new planning approaches that were
related to trendsin conflict resolution (McDonald
1989). Many early developments, however, focused
on the creation of information technologies,
particularly model s seeking to anal yseinterconnected
decision areas and multi-obj ective planning problems
(seeFriend and Hickling 1987). Thiswork was useful
in coming to terms with complex planning decisions,
but tended to retard the devel opment of procedures
which shifted control of decision-making away from
centralised planning agencies.

To emphasise the need to break away from
centralised planning control, and based on the
growing bargaining and negotiation literature,
Dorcey (1986) described how planning by bargaining
could balance the conflicting objectives of competing
resource users. Many planners and academics now
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assert that planning is actually a political process of
bargaining and negotiation among competing
interestswithin the constraints of law and government
bureaucracy (eg. seeMcDonald 1989; Susskind 1987;
Amin and Thomas 1996). Indeed, Faludi’s
(1987:134) “decision centred approach” to
environmental planning encourages al stakeholders
to havetheir own ‘plan’ which providesthem with an
effective bargaining tool within the decision- making
system.

3.1.2 Planning asaframework for
negotiation

The foregoing discussion reveals a clear trend in the
literature away from rationalist views of planning
towards pluralist views that encourage negotiations
among diverse interests in the community within the
bounds of law and government bureaucracy (see
McDonald 1989). Dale and Lane (1994:253),
however, point out that there remains:

an ongoing theoretical and practice-orientated debate
between those who view land use planning as a
technical—scientific process and those who contend that
itisapolitical processinvolving negotiations and trade-
offs among competing actors with an interest in land
use outcomes.

At abasic level, this perhaps reflects the divide
between those with functionalist (ie. society sharing
common goals) versus pluralist views of society

At one extreme, rationalist planners continue to see
the agency-driven, goal-orientated planning that they
carry out for their department or authority as having
supreme legitimacy over other world views or even
the goal-orientated planning processes of other
agencies. It should be noted that, while the planning
literature of the 1990s rarely advocates the rationalist
planning agenda, ‘rational’ planning approaches are
still frequently employed by agencies responsible for
land use planning in Australia(see Cowell 1996; Dale
1996).

Perhaps at the other extreme, the views of the
pluralists within the planning literature can be
summed up in the concluding remarks of Reiner
(1990:77) in adiscussion about choice in the
application of planning theory. He states (Reiner
1990:77) that, if contemporary governments were to
return to more compassionate and redistributive
commitments, then any resultant plans would:

...have communitarian emphases, and high priority
would be given to socia purposes and goods. It would
speak to the notion of widespread empowerment, but
within and not necessarily in opposition to, the state. As
such, the (planning) theory would react critically to the
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current vogue of privatisation and individual enterprise;
it would even question the vogue of dominance of
market relationsin all phases of human endeavour.

Dale and Lane (1994:253) and Bryson and Delbeque
(1979) contend that subscribersto either one of these
two schools are not fundamentally in error. Instead,
they suggest that these debates have arisen from
misunderstandings about the context in which
particular modes of planning should be applied. The
debate perhaps also arises from the term * planning’
being poorly defined and viewed differently among
various sectors and professions.

The context in which planning operates can be
extremely variable and depends on the distribution of
power within the planning community or arena (ie.
the area, region, state or nation being planned). Table
4 outlinesthe models of planning best appliedinthese
different contexts. When the planning community
comprises many stakeholders, their competing
objectives need to be satisfied to areasonable degree
if the planning outcomes are to be equitable. Itisin
this highly political context that regional planning
within rangelands needs to occur, and as such, the
model adopted should balance the need for
government intervention in planning and the
empower ment of regional communities to negotiate
effective regional strategies. This does not mean,
however, that planning by negotiation should not be
informed by a core of technically sound methods for
issue assessment and strategy development (eg.
Bryson and Delbeque 1979).

3.1.3 Paralld themesin regional planning
theory and practice

Having highlighted general trendsin planning theory,
it is useful to examine the evolution of regional
planning theory. Regional planning theory has been
bound by the same constraints as general planning
theory. The debate between those who view planning
from atechnical perspective and those who view it as
the framework for negotiating across conflicting
agendas has equally been played out in the regional
planning literature. Again, the debate has not
generally recognised the pluralist context in which
regional planning occurs. Consequently, theliterature
revolves around physical factors (eg. infrastructure
development, environmental protection), resolving
intra- and international economic inequities (eg. calls
for market interventions in economically
disadvantaged regions) and the application of
geographic information systems (GIS) and decision-
support systems by central planning agencies (eg. see
MacRae and Brown 1992:213).
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Asaresult, regional planning professionals have
embraced the application of GIS, other information
technologies and well developed social, economic
and environmental assessment methods. The regional
planning literature, however, concernsitself little
with the establishment of effective frameworks for
either negotiation among stakeholders at the regional
level or improved methods for enhancing the
participation of constituent individuals and sub-
groups within stakeholder groups. An understanding
of the principles behind these two areas has to be
gained by reference to the literature on negotiation
and community development and participation.

Thereisaso little evidence of integration of the
social, economic and natural sciences within the
regional planning literature. However, for many years
there have been calls from individuals outside the
planning profession for regional approachesto better
address social, economic, and ecological issues.
These calls have usually been based on non-
integrated themes of social development for
disadvantaged regions (eg. Cheers 1994; Jones and
Thornthwaite 1994), regional economic development
to ensure equitable national development (eg. Guille
1995; Kelty 1993) and environmental planning
(including the restoration or better management of
rural systems or the protection of threatened regions
of conservation significance) (eg. Hadley 1993:26;
Alexandra 1996).

Asaresult of this poor integration across disciplines,
Steiner (1983:306) identified a significant split
between traditional planners and ecologists/ natural
resource plannersin the academic literature on
regional planning. He considered that this divideis
epitomised by the early but divergent works of John
Friedmann (1973) and lan McHarg (1969). He argued
that while Friedmann considered that regional
planning evolved from special theoriesin economics
and geography, M cHarg was seriously concerned that
ecology was entirely absent from planning practice.
These deficiencies persist in the contemporary
literature.
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Table 4.

Appropriate approaches to regional planning in differing planning contexts.

Regional planning

Distribution of power within the planning community

characteristics %
Strongly centralised

Weakly centralised or
fragmented

Dispersed

View of planning Rational, centralised decision

making

Weakly centralised decision-
making encouraging
stakeholder participation

Bargaining and negotiation
among stakeholders within the
constraints of law and
government administration

Style of planning Rational/technical

Participatory

Political/bargaining and
negotiation

Role of planners Bureaucratic/technocratic

Adviser/facilitator

Advocate of particular
stakeholders or mediator
between them

Role of plans Central technical plans based

on presumed societal values

Central plans balance the
views of different stakeholder

group

Each stakeholder group
develops its own plan as a
basis for bargaining and
negotiation

democratic regimes).

Source: Modified from Friedmann (1973:71) and Dale and Lane (1994: 255). Note that this table characterises how planning should operate in
ideal social circumstances, not how it actually operates, in existing political regimes (ie. it does not seek to legitimise the planning style of non-

3.1.4 Matchingregional planningto the
rangelands context

Against this background of planning theory and in
light of the diverse stakeholder interestsin Australian
rangelands, there can be little doubt that regional
resource use planning in rangeland areas will occur
within apolitical context. This means that those
responsiblefor facilitating such planning need to craft
their approach to match the political context. Asa
result, we would argue that regional resource

planning should comprise at least three core elements:

 the effective application of technical information
(in the biological, social and economic sciences)
and appropriate information technol ogiesto assist
in structuring frameworks for negotiation among
stakeholders and to better inform the negotiation
process;

e dtructuring, operating, institutionalising,
implementing and monitoring regional planning
in away that facilitates active negotiation among
stakeholders within the planning arena;

» processes which ensure that stakeholder groups
involved in the planning negotiations are able to
represent their constituents through appropriate
participatory methods, giving credibility to the
agreements negotiated as a result of the regional
planning process.

The following three subsections explore aspects of
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regional planning of relevance to each of these three
core elements. This providesabasisfor defining best
practice principlesfor measuring thevalueof regional
approaches to resource use planning in rangelandsin
section 3.5.

3.2 Technical Aspects of Regional
Resour ce Use Planning

Thiselement isequally important in both rational and
more negotiatory forms of regional resource use
planning (see Bryson and Delbeque 1979). In either
case, technical competence in planning requires an
understanding of the complexity of regional
ecosystems and how they operate. This necessarily
includes all forms of economic, social and
environmental assessment, and isincreasingly calling
for adaptive approaches to management. Technical
competence in planning also applies to the flexible
use of information technologiesto assist in these
assessment and adaptive management processes.
Information technologies can be used both to
underpin rational planning and to provide the
information base and structure needed to underpin
negotiationsover resource use. Thissection also deals
with issues relating to the integration of technical
disciplines.
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3.2.1 Theroleof information technology in
regional resour ce use planning

The need to systematically address complex regional
problems through the analysis and synthesis of
pertinent information and knowledge, and the
effective communication and management of
uncertainty, have been widely advocated (eg.
Briassoulis 1989; Costanza et al. 1992; Slocombe
1993; Norton et al. 1996). The contributions of such
approaches to regional resource use planning are to:

« identify options, explore alternatives, and choose
effective, equitable and sustainable courses of
action (eg. Briassoulis 1989; Fedra et al. 1994,
Gordon 1995; Bellamy et al. 1996);

« develop procedures to assist negotiation relating
to the allocation of environmental resources and
services equitably and efficiently (eg. Briassoulis
1989; Stuth and Stafford Smith 1993); and

< improvetheeffectivenessand equity of individual
and collective decision-making, including
learning about a problem and its context, and
understanding how it came about (eg. Stuth and
Stafford Smith 1993; Wood and Wood-Harper
1993; Bellamy and Lowes, in press).

Computer-based information technologies, (IT)
developed to provide support for decision-making are
promoted as critical tools in making these
contributions. These tools include decision support
systems (DSS), expert systems, knowledge-based
systems, and geographical information systems (eg.
Guariso and Werthner 1989; Stuth and Lyons 1993;
Goodchild et al. 1993). Thetype of IT toolsrequired
for complex decision-making contextswill depend on
two major factors: (i) the characteristics of the
problem; and (ii) the characteristics of the decision-
making context within which solutionsto the problem
at hand are sought, devised and pursued.

Characteristics of regional planning problems relate,
for example, to their origin, their spatial and temporal
scale, the magnitude of their possible impacts, the
degree of complexity and connectivity of the systems
involved, and the tractability of the problems (eg.
Braissoulis 1989; Dovers 1996). In contrast, the
characteristics of decision-making environments
relate in general to: the nature of the decisionsto be
made; theavailability and accessibility of disciplinary
and professional inputs; the traditional structuresand
mode of public decision making; the distribution of
power and authority; the policy framework and
ingtitutional structuresin support of the decision
taken; and the generating forces (ie. social, economic,
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political) behind decisions (eg. Braissoulis 1989;
Norton et al. 1996; Dovers 1996).

This review identified previously that the decision-
making context for regional resource use planning
and management will involve a multiplicity of
stakeholders with different perspectives, decision-
making processes, technical expertise, and
reguirementsfor information. Moreover, theregional
resource use issues will often not be clearly defined;
with long time horizons and frequently characterised
by vast separation of cause and effect. Consequently,
thereislikely to be significant uncertainty, lack of
definition, and potential conflict in decision-making
processes. Decision-making will be in a context of
changing sociological, economic and ecological
objectives, with one of the most difficult dilemmas
facing decision-makers being the common
incompatibility of ecological sustainability goals,
social equity goals, and economic efficiency goals.

The literature indicates that I T innovations have
potential application in two key areas; in support of
theR& D onregional planning itself, and in support of
the implementation of the planning process. Within
these areas, I T applications are perceived to provide
opportunities for support for anumber of key roles
including: the synthesis and analysis of information
and knowledge relating to complex systems;
providing opportunities for recognising and
communicating uncertainty in decision-making
processes, facilitating learning about resource use
problems or planning processes and their contexts;
and supporting argumentation and negotiation for
conflict resolution. Theseissues are briefly discussed
below, along with participation in, and the
effectiveness of, IT development and use.

Synthesising information and knowledge

The complex and multi-disciplinary nature of the
management and planning of regional resource use
systemsrequires: (a) the representation, management
and integration of diverse types and sources of
information and knowledge with various degrees of
accuracy and precision; and (b) the linking of this
information and knowledge with analytical tools for
modelling system components or parameters, or
evaluating alternative management options. The
integrated approach captured within advanced I T
applications such as spatial DSSiis particularly
appropriate as a platform for meeting these
reguirements through support for the synthesis of
information and knowledge (eg. Stuth and Stafford-
Smith 1993; Loh and Rykiel 1992; Bellamy et al.
1996; Lowes and Bellamy 1994).
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An integrated approach to the design and
development of IT applications for sustainable
resource use and management has a number of
distinct advantages including: (i) the synthesis of the
existing knowledge base rel evant to decision-making
processes, and its ready accessibility; (ii) the
incorporation of qualitative information relating to
best practices and other ‘expert’” knowledge; (iii) the
incorporation of technical and scientific knowledgein
formal models, rules and relationships; (iv)
facilitating both the interpolation of dataand its
extrapolation from one domain or spatial context to
another; (v) enabling the exploration by the user of
the spatial and temporal aspects of the issue of
concern and its context; and (vi) enabling the
formulation and evaluation by the user of ‘what-if’
scenarios relating to the environmental and socio-
economic trade-offs associated with alternative
resource use and policy options (Bellamy et al. 1996).

It would seem from the literature that well designed,
integrated I T systems have the potential to provide an
easy-to-use interface for interrogation and
communication. This interface can be accessibleto a
diverse group of stakeholders for usein negotiation,
bargaining and other participative processes integral
to effective regional resource use planning.

Recognising and managing uncertainty

An important characteristic of the decision-making
environment associated with regional resource use
planning is the complexity and high level of
uncertainty associated with the biophysical and socio-
economic components of the managed system and
their linkages. The data and knowledge bases
availableto planners and decision-makersin regional
planning processes, while potentially extensive, will
be characterised not only by uncertainty, but also by
incompleteness, spatial and temporal variability, and
fuzziness. The propagation of uncertaintiesis
therefore inevitable in modelling complex
interactions of environmental systemsaswell asin
integrating various models and different information
technologies (eg. GIS, database management
systems, knowledge-based systems). Ensuring the
quality of information provided by an advanced I T
application involves minimising errors not only in
input data but also in the representational models
used.

Because of the complexities of quantitative data and
models, Moffatt (1990) suggests agreater reliance on
causal mechanisms and processes than on
quantitative relationships for complex environmental
problems. Similarly, Grayson et al. (1993) argue that,
under these circumstances, reliance on quantitative
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estimates should be replaced by qualitative
descriptions of the pattern of natural system
responses, and that this information should be
combined with simple reasoning to assist the
decision-making process. Thisrelatively pragmatic
approach is consistent with both the availability and
quality of so-called ‘hard’ dataand the general ability
to represent complex natural and human systems.
Therefore, the effectiveness of modelling of these
complex systems using | Ts depends largely on: the
quality of the causal and conceptual models used (ie.
the degree of understanding of the ‘real’ world that
they encapsulate); the quality of theinput data (eg. the
conceptual models used to describe the phenomena,
spatia and temporal variability, and measurement
techniques); and the effectiveness of the techniques
used tointegrate variousand diverse data/information
sources (Bellamy et al. 1995).

Three categories of uncertainty have been
distinguished by Lang (1990b) with respect to
integrated resource management and planning:
uncertainty concerning ‘the problem’ and its context;
uncertainty concerning what to do about it; and
uncertainty concerning what ‘ others', inrelated fields
of choice, may do. In many instances, problems
facing decision-makers may be sufficiently advanced
or developed to beirreversible, at least in an
economic or social sense. Under these circumstances,
Funtowicz and Ravetz (1990) suggest that the
practical considerations become restricted to those of
coping, presumably within the constraint of vastly
changed and inferior environmental conditions.
Alternatively, where aresource quality issueis not
definitely known or recognised to beirreversible, it
may still be considered to be too complex to resolve
in a sufficiently short period of time (Funtowicz and
Ravetz 1990). The resource use and management
planning imperative is that decisions with profound
consequences be taken with a degree of urgency,
abeit in conditions of uncertainty and sometimes
indeterminacy (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1990; Dovers
1996). This compounds the complexity inherent in
regional resource use and management issues.

Uncertainty, whatever itsorigin, needsto be managed
and communicated so that it becomes a recognised
input to decision-making (Funtowicz and Ravetz
1990; Costanza et al. 1992). Advanced IT
applications such as knowledge-based systems, used
in conjunction with tools such as GIS, can provide a
means of explicitly representing these attributes, in
order to provide arange of users with high quality
information. There would seem to be considerable
scopefor IT applicationsto assist decision-makers by
removing some of the underlying sources of
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uncertainty, and facilitating bargaining and
negotiation processes amongst the multiple
stakeholders of regiona resource use planning
processes.

Facilitating learning processes

Decision-making processes in resource use
management and planning have been perceived as
being focused on a bounded set of possibilities for
finding the optimum solution. In this context,
advanced I T applications have generally been task-
orientated with afocus on tactical decision-making.
DSSs, for example, are often perceived to provide
decision-makerswith aproblem-solving environment
within which they can explore, structure and resolve
complex problems by using existing knowledge
(Guariso and Werthner 1989; Densham 1991). Until
recently, their primary role was seen to beimproving
decision-making and providing users with the means
to formulate, assess and compare alternative
outcomes more objectively and comprehensively
(Stuth and Stafford Smith 1993). However,
increasingly the most important part of the problem-
solving process lies in considering how the notion of
‘problem’ can be conceptualised from the outset
(Wood and Wood-Harper 1993). An emerging role
for decision-support technology thereforeisnot in
supporting tactical decision-making, but in providing
aflexible environment in which learning can occur
about the decision situation or context, and the
processes by which the problem has come into
existence (Angehrn and Jelassi 1994; Wood and
Wood-Harper 1993; Bellamy and L owes 1995).

Conceptually this appliesto individual aswell as
organisational learning. To be effective, Wood and
Wood-Harper (1993) find that such technology would
need to incorporate a number of features: afocus on
the formulation of the ‘ problem’ rather than merely
providing an objective description of it; a capability
to allow the decision-maker/user to explore the
problem context intermsof constraints, likely impact,
leverage, etc.; providing for ‘ conversations about
possibilities’ through the analysis of past actions, and
speculation about potential future actions; andfinally,
it would need to be evolutionary and emergent in
nature.

Learning processes have been described as“a
constant flux between finding out what is happening
in our world, making sense of it, and taking action”
(MacAdam 1995). In a collaborative learning
situation, the differing perspective each participant
brings to bear creates aricher knowledge base from
which to draw new insights, and shared ownership of
the outcomes. MacAdam (1995) sees monitoring and

30

evauation asintegral aspects of this process of
learning. Learning becomes an iterative processin
responseto inevitably changing circumstances which
can never be adequately anticipated in complex
contexts. Monitoring and eval uation therefore
become the means by which stakehol ders can engage
in dialogue about their claims, concerns and issues.
They are a so the means of integrating the particular
perspectives and specialised efforts of different
stakeholders and of building ownership of the whole
(MacAdam 1995).

These concepts are particularly relevant to IT
development processes. If the various stakeholdersin
the IT innovation have a say through monitoring and
evauation during system development, the resultant
system will have facilitated ongoing and
collaborative learning. Jiggins (1995) proposes that,
if actionisrequired on asocietal scaleandinalimited
timeframe, theway to achieve asignificant voluntary
behavioural change isto involve the people affected
in assessing the situation and developing and
reviewing the options. The learning aspects of DSS
use and development may have akey rolein assisting
decision-makers and planners to adapt to changing
economic, social and political environments, to
develop new skills, and to acquire expertise in those
domains (Climaco et al. 1995; Bellamy and Lowes
1995). Three types of learning may be fostered: by
analogy, involving transforming knowledge in one
context to perform a similar task or action in another
context; from examples, in incremental concept and/
or knowledge- acquisition process; and from
observations arising from passive observation
through to active experimentation (Climaco et al.
1995).

Advanced IT applications can also be used as a
mediator and translator between so-called expertsand
decision-makers, and between science and policy
(Fedraet al. 1993). In this sense, Fedra et al. (1993)
proposes that I T applications may provide not only
direct and interactive access to alarge volume of
information and a mechanism for analysis but also,
and more importantly, avehicle for communication,
learning and experimentation. In thisrole, IT
applications could provide an mechanism for
facilitating negotiation processes for resolving or
ameliorating resource use conflicts.

Supporting argumentation and negotiation
processes

There are many stakeholdersin regional resource use
planning. They have multiple and conflicting
objectives. A number of regional planning projects
have identified akey rolefor IT toolsto help
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mediation and negotiation (Gordon 1995; Cannell et
al. 1996), and to develop methods to represent
argumentation (Bench Capon et al. 1991). For
example, knowledge-based systems may be used to
represent the different views, value sets and
arguments of stakeholders as a means of identifying
conflicts. IT applications can alow stakeholdersto
develop arguments, to evaluate the arguments of
other stakeholders, and to facilitate negotiation
through theimproved understanding of thevaluesand
goals of other stakeholders. This can be applied to
facilitate conflict resolution in regional planning. In
addition, logic representations of policy rules and
legislation may be used to facilitate the assessment of
conflicts and the analysis of implications and
inconsistencies.

Participation in I T systems devel opment
processes

A broad range of R& D studies and disciplinary
perspectives has emphasised the importance of
stakeholder participation in I T systems development,
including information systems (eg. Robey and Farrow
1982; lves and Olsen 1984; Hirschheim 1985;
Baroudi et al. 1986; Tait and Vessey 1988), DSS and
expert systems (eg. Eierman et al. 1995) and
agricultural technology development (eg. Ison 1993;
Jiggins and de Zeeuw 1992; Jiggins 1995). These
studies have focused on the effects of participation
withinIT systemsdevelopment on variousindividual ,
group and organisational level criteria, such as
attitudes, behaviours and performance.

Expected benefits of participatory system
development and participatory R&D cited in these
studiesinclude: providing a more accurate and
complete assessment of user information
requirements; prevention of costly system features
that are unacceptable or unimportant to users; greater
user acceptance, support and ownership of the
technology innovation; improved user understanding
of the technology devel opment; heightened
perceptions of the technology as valid, credible and
persuasive; providing an arenafor bargaining and
conflict resolution about design issues; and
contributing to the political climate or conditions
conducive to meaningful utilisation.

Although these studies support the benefits of
stakeholder participation to use and adoption of R& D
outcomes, this has been largely through discrete
factors (eg. system quality, user satisfaction) related
to the use of the technology innovation, rather than
from the wholesale implementation of participatory
approaches (Greene 1988b). Many of the theoretical
and operational aspects of participation are poorly
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understood, eg. stakeholder definition and selection,
and the nature and role of meaningful participation
(Greene 1988b; Mark and Shotland 1985, Hartwig
and Barki 1994). These are significant issues for the
participatory design and management of devel opment
processes for IT applications. Asidentified in
Bellamy and Lowes (1995), a new approach to R&D
involving the development of IT innovationsis
required which includes: (i) IT developers clearly
defining their target audiences early in the
development process, and focusing on evolving and
on-going groups; (ii) the process being flexible
enough to account for, and accommodate, changing
stakeholder objectives and requirements; and (iii) a
flexible and adaptive systems development approach
which can evolve with the stakeholders’ institutional
situations and the decision-making environments
over time,

Evaluating effectiveness of IT system
development and use

The adoption of asuitableimplementation strategy or
processiscritical to ensuring the effectiveness of any
new information technology (eg. Ives and Olson
1984, Lyytinen and Hirschheim 1987; Willcocks and
Margetts 1994; Angehrn and Jelassi 1994; Eierman et
al. 1995). Key factors influencing effective
implementation include: top management
commitment; organisational culture; user
participation in system design and development; a
system evolution strategy; and the social context of
implementation (eg. technological readiness of the
target stakeholder organisations and the wider
cultural and national setting within which the
organisation operates).

Organisational, social and political rather than
technical factors, are identified as the predominant
influences on effectiveness (eg. Willcocks and
Margetts 1994; Gill 1995; Eierman et al. 1995). The
emergent perspectivein I T theory isthat “ the usesand
consequences of information technology emerge
unpredictably from complex social interactions ...
[and the] dynamic interplay between actors, context
and technology” (Markus and Robey 1988). In this
context, a R& D paradigm proposed by Bellamy and
Lowes (1995) places greater emphasis on the
effectivenessof anI T innovationintermsof aprocess
tool rather than technology success. That is, amore
holistic implementation approach is required that
facilitates intangible outcomes (eg. stakeholder
learning processes and behavioural change, improved
stakeholder relationships and interaction processes,
broader societal benefits) as well as tangible outputs
(eg. improved technical capacity and institutional
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arrangements) at arange of operational levels and
time frames. Within this paradigm, evaluation should
be continuous and integral to the IT system
development process as an iterative activity that is
influential on the regional resource use planning
process. Thisin turn must feed back to influence the
IT system design and development.

3.2.2 Regional aspects of ecosystem
management

Ecologically sustainable development encompasses
three essential elements: the whole (total) system—
the human and natural systems and the

interrel ationships between them; the maintenance of
the health of those systems; and their spatial and
temporal linkages (see Dovers and Handmer 1995).
Ecosystem management is widely argued to offer a
method that addresses those elementsin order to
achieve societal benefitsof natural resourceusewhile
concurrently limiting environmental degradation and
preserving ecosystem integrity (eg. Slocombe 1993;
Montgomery 1995). An ecosystem approach to
management is akey guiding principle, either
explicitly orimplicitly, to all integrated approachesto
resource management and planning.

In Australia, the principles of ecosystem management
areembodied in the | ntergovernmental Agreement on
the Environment (DPMC 1992), which has been
agreed to by all levels of government and signed by
al States and Territories (see subsection 4.2.3). Asa
means of achieving ecologically sustainable
development, the| GAE commitsall parties, firstly, to
pursuing the effective integration of ecological and
environmental considerationsinto governmental
decision-making processesat all levels, and secondly,
to ensuring policy and program implementation
adopts four principles: the precautionary principle;
intergenerational equity; conservation of biological
diversity and ecological integrity; and improved
valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms.

An essential condition for implementing these
principlesisan efficient, diversified and ecologically
sustai nable economy (Y oung 1993; 1995). Theseand
other principles are examined below.

The precautionary principle

The IGAE (s3.5.1) outlines the precautionary
principle thus:

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible
environmental damage, lack of full scientific certainty
should not be used as areason for postponing measures
to prevent environmental degradation. In the
application of the precautionary principle, public and
private decisions should be guided by: (i) careful
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evaluation to avoid, wherever practicable, serious or
irreversible damage to the environment; and (ii) an
assessment of risk-weighted consequences of various
options.

The precautionary principle derivesfrom the need for
foresight rather than reactive management. It isabout
how to act responsibly in the face of uncertainty and
lack of full scientific knowledge (Y oung 1993, 1995;
Norton et al. 1996). Scientific understanding of most
ecosystemsis currently insufficient to permit either
reliable, non-trivial predictions of impacts or the
development of operationally-effective management
guidelinesin the short to medium term (Norton and
Nix 1996).

The precautionary principle guides most recent
international agreements on the environment (eg. the
Rio Agreement; Agenda 21; Convention on
Biological Diversity), and is both explicit or implicit
in Australian environmental policy (eg. the National
Strategy for Environmentally Sustainable
Development; National Strategy for the Conservation
of Australia’ s Biological Diversity; the Draft
Nationa Strategy for Rangeland Management, etc.).
Inarecent literature review, Dovers(1996) found that
the precautionary principleisgenerally interpreted as
implying that:

e uncertainty is pervasive and should not be an
excuse for delaying environmental protection;

e prevention and anticipation should replace
reaction; and

 the burden of proof moves from the environment
or its advocates, to development proponents.

In the literature, the principle applies mainly to
natural resources and ecosystems. It could, however,
equally be applied to social and cultural impacts to
existing and future generations.

Doversand Handmer (1995) have identified limitsto
using the principlein practice, particularly in respect
of the precise meaning of elements such as* seriousor
irreversible damage”, “scientific certainty”, “ careful
evaluation” and “risk-weighted consequences’.
Nevertheless, the precautionary principleis currently
being used as a means to inform policymakers and
resource usersabout obligationsto existing and future
generations, and the consequences of a decision or
policy in relation to natural resources and ecosystems
(Young 1995).

Inter-generational equity

Inter-generational equity refersto the belief that the
present generation has an obligation to ensure that the
health, diversity and productivity of natural and
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cultural resources are maintained or enhanced for the
benefit of future generations (Y oung 1993, 1995). In
an extensive review of the existing literature, Y oung
(1993) concluded that the concept requires the
citizens of today to: (@) live within and only off their
income, and (b) maintain equivalent opportunity sets
that is, to provide future people with an endowment
equivalent to that which they received. Five strategies
for theimplementation of inter-generational equity in
decision-making have been identified (Y oung 1993):

1. Maintainan efficient economy (enrich the present
generation)

Maintain natural capital
Recognise the precautionary principle

Still take decisions

g M w DN

Increase ecological, socia and economic
diversity.

Asthere are no effective methods for measuring the
stock of natural capital or how to identify many
potentially adverseirreversible changes, reliance will
need to be placed on awide range of policy
approaches and institutional arrangements that are
conducive to the maintenance of inter-generational
equity (Young 1995). Inthissituation, Dovers (1996)
advocates strong statutory and institutional
arrangementsto better providefor policy persistence,
longevity and mandates, and open evolutionary
policy processes that allow and encourage policy
learning and adaptation.

Conservation of biological diversity and
ecological integrity

The concept of sustainable yield needsto be
broadened for usein regional resource use planning to
include the protection of biological diversity and the
maintenance of ecological integrity. These concepts
are fundamental to the achievement of ESD at a
regional level because of their importance to the
achievement of inter-generational equity (eg.
ESDWG 19914) and society’s health (eg. ESDWG
1991a; RAC 1993a; Morton et al. 1996).

Therelationship between native vegetation clearance,
habitat loss and fragmentation, and biodiversity
decline has been increasingly recognised (eg. DEST
19953a). Notably, the importance of maintaining
biodiversity has been identified in the National
Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’s
Biological Diversity (Commonwealth of Australia
1995c¢):

Maintaining biological diversity ismuch morethan just
protecting wildlife and their habitats in nature
conservation reserves. It is aso about the sustainable
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use of biological resources and safe-guarding the life-
support systems on Earth.

Sattler (1993) has stressed that biodiversity should be
considered not only in relation to taxonomic
distinctiveness, but also to environmenta and
ecological distinctiveness. He proposes a conceptual
hierarchical framework that recognises four levels of
environmental variation—landscape, ecosystem,
speciesand genetic diversity in defining biodiversity..
In this framework, conservation strategies need to
incorporate the protection of biodiversity at eachlevel
through asystem involving protection of reservations
and other lands.

The National Biodiversity Strategy aso identifies
several processes likely to lead to adeclinein
biological diversity in Australia: excessive
clearance of native vegetation, including habitat
fragmentation; habitat modification, including land
degradation and pollution of waters; introduction of
alien species, such as weeds, rabbits and foxes;
inappropriate fire regimes; and climate change,
including the enhanced greenhouse effect (Morton
et al. 1996). The maintenance of ecological integrity
isimportant for ensuring the regeneration of
renewable natural resources and maintaining the
natural environment’s capacity to absorb and
cleanse waste products (ESDWG 1991b). The
concept of ecological integrity has been used in
various contexts including: (i) identifying and
developing ecologically favourable management
regimes; and (ii) the ability of ecosystemsto
maintain their organisation (habitat, complexity and
biological diversity) over time, in which caseitis
commonly associated with thresholds of
environmental change (RAC 1992c).

In the context of this review, the protection of
biodiversity and the maintenance of essential
ecological processes are underpinning principlesin
attaining ESD. All spheres of government in
Australiahave made public commitmentsto that goal
(see section 2.1). Thiscommitment isreflected in the
1993 findings of the House of Representatives
Standing Committee on the Environment, Recreation
and the Arts (HORSCERA 1993:xiii):

... three fundamental elements emerged as essential for
action to maintain biodiversity and ecological
processes: a bioregional approach to planning; an
ecological representative reserve system; and
community involvement.

Given the extent of Australia’ s biodiversity at risk,
the policy, planning and management approach for
natural resource systems needs to give strong
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consideration to the medium to long term impacts of
regional resource use decisions (DEST 1995a).

Limitations of traditional approaches

Various key technical limitations with existing
scientific methods and institutional arrangements for
the implementation of ecosystem management
approaches have been identified:

» thelack of agreed operational definitionsfor basic
terms such as sustainability and biodiversity (eg.
Cortney and Moote 1994; Maclntyre and Mclvor
1998);

« the emergence of a new paradigm of ecosystem
management is being constrained by lack of
ecological theory, methods, and data, such that it
is apparent that many problems are intractable in
the short to medium term (eg. Cortner and Moote
1994; Norton and Nix 1996). The literature
espousing an ecosystem management approach
was found by Cortner and Moote to be
characterised by: requirementsfor planning onthe
scale of landscapes or catchments (ie. thousands
of hectares); long term planning (in the order of
hundreds of years); and the development of a
regional scientific database. In most cases,
however, there are no methods, data or financial
resources to meet such requirements.

e approaches currently used to evaluate
environmental impacts are inadequate for
implementing ecosystem-orientated land
management, as environmental concerns related
to land management are generally addressed in a
crisismode or on a site/species-specific basis (eg.
Montgomery 1995).

In the ESD context, science, policymakers and
resource users need to accept three realities: constant
change; ever present uncertainty and ignorance; and
the increasingly stressed interdependence between
humans and the biosphere (Dovers and Handmer
1995; Dovers 1996). Thisrequiresaparadigm shiftin
the way both scientific R& D and regional resource
use planning and management practices are
undertaken. Both need to be more adaptive, flexible
and inclusive.

Adaptive management of complexity

In recognising the complexitiesin natural and human
systems, the newly emergent scientific paradigm of
integration focuses on evolutionary and adaptive
management (eg. Gunderson et al. 1995a). This
paradigm is characterised by complex systems
behaviour, discontinuous change, chaos and order,
self-organisation, nonlinear system behaviour and
adaptive, evolving systems (Holling 1995). Under

this paradigm, the management of complex regional
ecosystemswill need to invol ve active adaptation and
learning in dealing with uncertainty; that islearning
to manage by change rather than by simply reacting to
it (Gunderson et al. 1995a). Thisfundamental shiftin
the management paradigm has meant are-evaluation
of thefunction of planning and asearch for aternative
processes that are better at generating learning and
meaning (Westley 1995).

Traditionally, science has been seen to inform
rational decision-making processes through
providing quantitative and objective information.
Acceptance of the adaptive and evolutionary
management paradigm has profound implications for
the role of scientific knowledge in regional resource
use planning processes. Zandbergen and Petersen
(1995) argue that this role will not be so
straightforward:

First, decisions are influenced by avariety of cultural,
social and political factors, and scientific knowledgeis
only one more piece of information to be weighed
against a host of other considerations. In addition,
scientific knowledge itself is the outcome of a
consensus building process among scientists from
different disciplineswho aretrying to interpret complex
ecologica systems. Finally, current scientific attempts
to describe and predict the behaviour of our complex
social, economic, and ecological systems are not
adequately considering complexity, and the traditional
approach to collecting and using scientific information
islikely to be ineffective.

Crisis, conflict, and decision gridlock common to
regional resource planning and management can be
broken when theissueis seen not as aprocedural one
of institutional control, but as a strategic one of
adaptive policy management, of science at the
appropriate scale, and of understanding human
behaviour (Holling 1995). This approach requires
integrated, flexible and adaptive policies, not
piecemeal rigid ones, management and planning for
learning, not simply for economic or social product;
monitoring designed as part of activeinterventionsto
achieve understanding and to identify remedial
responses; and citizen involvement and partnership to
build “civic science”, not public information
programs to inform passively (Holling 1995).

Gunderson et al. (1995a) found that the critical
barriers to, and bridges for, maintaining or restoring
the ecological attributes and institutional flexibility
that underlie and provide services to the people and
activitiesin aregion fall into three categories: (i) the
ways in which humans interpret and understand
nature and resources; (ii) the design and practice of
human institutions; and (iii) the interaction between
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people and ecosystems. In recognising how complex
the natural and human systems of interest and their
interaction really are, science and technological
information areessential ininforming sustainableand
equitable poalitical and socia processes. In this
situation, a multi-stakehol der approach isrequired in
which scientific judgments become part of the
negotiation and bargaining process in an attempt to
deal with inherent uncertainty (Zandberger and
Petersen 1996; Bellamy et al. 1996). However, in
implementing such approaches, it is essential that all
stakeholders recognise the experientia nature of
these processes, and that everyone, including
researchers, is going through alearning process
(Zandberger and Petersen 1996).

3.2.3 Social planning and assessment at the
regional level

Sacial planning needs to be an integral part of
regional resource use planning. In the regional
context, it can be defined as any planning that meets
the socia goals of communities, interest groups and
individuals within the region. It isusually based on
the four social justice principles of access, equity,
rights and participation. Social planning is often
closely associated with planning for social
infrastructure. Jones and Thornthwaite (1994:5)
consider that planning for social infrastructure should
broadly comprise human servicesand facilities, social
aspects of human settlement/land use patterns and
social development processes.

Regional socia planning needs to be based on clear
social assessment—the process of data collection,
research and analysis to determine the social issues
that need to be addressed. Social assessment also
relies on the application of social theories that are
critical in establishing practical strategies to resolve
key social issues (QDFSAIA 1995:7). The god of
social assessment is to anticipate and describe the
social effects of change, so that they can be managed
inwaysthat maximise positive and minimise negative
socia impacts. Involving all stakeholder groupsin
this processis critical if the distribution of socia
impacts and benefits arising from land use change are
to be equitable. Ideally, it should also be a proactive
process, enabling plannersto plan for change rather
than responding to the social impacts of ineffective
social planning (Taylor et al. 1990).

Despite their central role in integrated planning,
social aspects of regional planning have tended to be
overwhelmed by biophysical and economic issues.
Daleet al. (1997) identifies awide range of factors
contributing to the limited development and low
profile of social impact assessment within impact
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assessment practice. These can be applied to the
incorporation of social issues within regional
planning.

The rationalist nature of planning practice
Asmentioned in section 3.1, planning and impact
assessment practice evolved from school s of planning
theory which held the view that centralised planning
agencies were best placed to determine planning
goals and to apply technological solutionsto
implement these goals. Shrader-Frechette (1985)
considersthat proponents of thisview believethat all
that is needed to solve environmental problemsis
more and better technology, ignoring the potential
social, ethical and political solutions.

In reality, both urban and regional planning practice
frequently remain the domain of central planning
agencies (see chapter 5), though the opportunities for
public participation have improved in recent years.
Regional planning has sought largely to rely on the
physical and engineering sciences, limiting the
importance of community participation. Without
clear mechanismsfor determining community values
and perceptions, many regional social planning
activities tend to be restricted to limited needs
assessment processes which are based on the
predominant values or functions of the planning
agencies.

Disciplinary biasin regional planning

Even when restricting its consideration to technical
issues, regional planning practice has tended to focus
amost universally onthebiophysical and engineering
disciplines (see Cowell 1996), showing a marked
disciplinary bias against the social sciences. Burdge
and Opreyszik (1994) have shown that what they term
“disciplinary chauvinism” can affect every aspect of
planning, thereby constraining the quality of advice
provided to decision-makers. This disciplinary
imbalance is clearly visible in the structure of teams
established to undertakeregional planning (Daleet al.
1997; Kellow 1993). Planning teams are often led by
professional s with physical science and project
management backgrounds., with social assessment
and cultural heritage assessment practitionersusually
relegated to the role of sub-consultants.

Difficulties in defining social issues and human
values

Perhaps one of the reasons for the physical sciences
receiving greater attention than the social sciencesin
planning is the perception that ‘hard’ data are more
useful in prediction than *soft’ data. This perception
undersellstherole of scientific rigour within both the
physical and the social sciences. Variability existsin
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socia and physical environments, and research
methods established in these sciences are based on the
same statistical methodsfor measuring variability and
for establishing predictive models. The perception
that social issues are difficult to define reflects the
fact that resourcing for planning research has
traditionally favoured the physical sciences. This
perception has also made it difficult for groups with
concerns about planning outcomes to challenge
defective devel opment decisions on the basis of poor
social planning. As aresult, there has been limited
application of sound social theory and well
established socia planning methods in challenging
poor planning and development assessment
processes.

Because social issues are dynamic and involve
diverse values and needs, they are often represented
through a mixture of qualitative and quantitative
methods. This can often cause problems where there
is aperception that validity should be established
according to scientific or technical criteriathat can be
objectively compared. Socia research generally
recognises that attitudes and values are legitimate
driverswithin the process of planning by negotiation,
and that the degree of legitimacy accorded to the
measurement of val ues depends on how effective and
comprehensive the dialogue with stakeholders
actually is (QDFY CC 1996a:8).

3.2.4 Economic planning and assessment at
theregional level

The following discussion canvasses aspects of the
literature from the agricultural and resource
economics domains that provide insights for
improving land use planning practices within a
rangeland and regional context. It is by no means a
definitive statement of the application of economic
thought or practice to regional planning issues.
Indeed, the material canvassed largely ignores much
present and past theory and practice in the specialist
regional economic domain. It does this for two
reasons. This literature, which has historically
focused on industrial issues such as factory location,
regional growth and employment patterns and
infrastructure provision, has less relevance to
resource use aspects of regional planning. Much of
the economic literature on regional science and
planning is excessively technocratic or takes limited
account of the complexity of rangeland regional
ecosystem processes and the diverse stakeholder
intereststhat apply to them. Thus, the following seeks
to make sense of how some related and unrelated
topic areas might be drawn together to provide an
insight into how economic theory and methods might
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be harnessed to support improved regional land use
planning practice.

In considering the agricultural, environmental and
resources economics literature relevant to regional
land use planning, 10 themes can be extracted:.

Property adjustment pressure/viability
Regional/industry adjustment pressure/viability
Natural resource economic theory and practice
Benefit—cost analysis

Vauation of environmental values and impacts
Land and water resource degradation
Restoration technology economics

Wildlife and feral animal values and costs

© ©®© N o g > w DN P

Recreational use of natural resources

10. Sustainabl e resource management, ecological
€economics.

Innovative economic assessment techniques and
procedures related to these themes and which may be
appliedto regional resource use planning are detailed
in subsection 6.1.4.

The differentiation of these themes necessarily
involves some ill-defined boundaries and recognises
that naturally strong linkages exist between them
(illustrated in Figure 1). Also, the identification of
themes attempits to reflect both historical patterns of
scholarship in economics and the industry and social
contexts within which this might have been
occurring. For example, following a period of
relatively sustained prosperity for Australian
agricultural industries and their constituent
enterprises, the late 1960s and early 1970s witnessed
asignificant deterioration in rural terms of trade and
major structural problems for some rural industries
and the regions and communities on which they were
centred (eg. wool and beef). Small property size and
related (efficiency and welfare) concerns, in turn,
were relevant to issues surrounding rangeland
resource degradation. Alternative resource uses (eg.
recreation, tourism, wildlife harvesting) and
degradation of environmental resources became a
central focus of the (then) growing field of
environmental economics. Externality-induced
market failure and restoration technol ogies were best
judged according to benefit—cost analysis (BCA)
techniques. However, valuing the (largely) unpriced
benefits of restoration initiatives and selection of
appropriate discount rateswas (and remains) abarrier
to the effectiveness of BCA in this context.
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Figure 1. Relationships between themes in the economics literature of relevance to regional
resource use planning.

Rural/regional
community literature

37

*\
Regional rural
adjustment
"
Small-farm problem A
Natural
Costprice squeeze v resource
. economics
Recreation
- Economies of size | «----- (Tourism) € e
: valve Externalities ;
; Viability :
. A . !
: ! 71| Property rights '
' Rural adjustment :
! v g
' \4
: Sustainable Recreation
; land use
' National parks
: Ecologically
' Land and Sustainable Valuation c .
: and an Development theory ki
: water resource | «———> —> and «—> areas
degradation application
; Ecological Forestry
: I economics
i N
: Treescapes
' Policy failure
5 N
Wildlife &
E feral animal ;
! values & costs '
5 v ;
: Economics of ! :
--» | rangeland resource > Cost-benefit R :
restoration analysis



Regional Resource Use Planning in Rangelands. an Australian Review

As society’ s understanding and appreciation of the
complexities inherent in sustainably managing
natural resources for multiple ends increases, so too
does the scope and complexity of the economic
methods potentially employed to address them. With
this has emerged a substantial interest in sustainable
resource use and new paradigms of ecological
economics (MacLeod 1998).

Economics and resource allocation

Across al of these themes, it is critical to appreciate
that the opportunities and limitations of applying
economicsto regional land useplanning arisefromits
primary focus on alocation. As such, significant
attention has been given by economic scholarsto
various theoretical and operational techniques that
seek to place values on environmental goods and
services. This concentration is warranted because
conflicting or multiple uses of natural resources
within aregional context invariably involve potential
trade-offs between production, conservation and
other uses. Most non-production land uses, however
arenot usually revealed in formal markets (MacL eod
1998).

Asfundamental to allocation decisionsis the issue of
how much of a particular good or serviceis
demanded, and which particular attributes of goods
and services are preferred over others. To alesser
extent, the distribution of these demands and factors
of production area so afocus of economic study. This
focus will ideally extend to also encompass
environmental goods and services (eg. water quality,
aesthetics, wildlifeand their habitat, wilderness, etc.).
That is, like most goods and services, different
aspects of the natural environment are scarce.
Therefore, they also have economic values that will
be affected by most decisions that impact on the
alocation of resources within the community
(MacLeod 1998).

Although these kinds of issues can be addressed
conceptually at arange of scales from the individual
to the global population, most analyses in practice
tend to be focused on groups corresponding roughly
to the ‘national interest’ (ie. the Australian
community). Economic assessments also typically
seek to reduce complex social and environmental
issues to some simple common yardstick (money).
Therationale for thislies within the belief that doing
it will alow individual (eg. land managers) and
aggregate decision-makers (eg. policymakers) to
more easily and powerfully compare the benefits of
achieving a particular resource allocation with the
costs incurred. Benefits areideally assessed in terms
of private or social willingnessto pay and the value of
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any foregone optionstypically are expressed as
economic opportunity costs. This, inturn, isargued to
provide arational basis for making important land
use decisions that compare or incorporate financia
and environmental impacts (NSWEPA 1993, 1995).

Thewillingness-to-pay concept isunderpinned by the
fact that economic benefits constitute outcomes of
actionswhich increase the welfare of individuals and/
or the general community. Specifically, these
represent the valuesthat are placed on different goods
and services and should be reflected in the
willingness to pay for them in a competitive market.
This, inturn, is conventionally measured as
consumers’ surplus, or the area under the market
demand curve for those goods and services between
the maximum price consumers would be prepared to
pay and what is actually paid. A related concept is
willingness to accept compensation for losses of
goods and services, which in perfect markets should
provide identical estimates of benefits (maximum
willingness to pay equals minimum willingness to
accept). Economic valuation methods typically seek
to construct demand curves for goods or services of
interest. For goods and serviceswhich do not tradein
formal markets, economic valuation techniques seek
to estimatewillingnessto pay or accept compensation
through observation of surrogate markets or
constructed markets. Economics traditionally
measures costs as opportunity costs. For goods and
services these constitute the earnings (opportunities)
that areforegone by using the resourcesin aparticular
way as opposed to the best aternative use (MacLeod
1998).

3.2.5 Theintegration of environmental,
social and economic issues

The concept of sustainable development endorsesthe
notion of the interrelatedness of environmental,
economic, social and political aspects of resource use
(see, eg. UNCED 1992). Decision-making consi stent
with ESD will require a sound understanding of
resource capabilities, community values, attitudes
and preferences, and the losses and benefits
associated with particular choices (RAC 1992¢). In
this context, there has been widespread support for
the replacement of fragmented and frequently
reactive sectoral approaches to natural resource use
and management planning with more flexible,
anticipatory, and adaptive ecologically-based
approaches that focus on both integration and
sustainability, and reflect the complexity and
interconnectedness of management systems. RAC
(1992c:15-16) notes, for example:
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The need for an integrated approach to resolving
resource use issues is now widely accepted among
policy makers. It is becoming more widely understood
that ecological systemsunderpin economic systemsand
human activities influence the capacity of ecological
systems to maintain such activities. Similarly, itis
becoming better understood that consideration of social
and cultural issuesisimportant because achieving ESD
will require policies that take account of people's
attitudes and behaviour.

Integrated approaches are described in the literature
by a number of termsincluding integrated resource
management (eg. Lang 1990a,b; RAC 19933;
Grinlinton 1992), integrated environmental
management (eg. Brown 1994; 1995; Born and
Sonzongi 1995; Margerum 1996), integrated
catchment management (eg. Mitchell and Hollick
1993; QDPI 1993a; Syme et al. 1994), watershed
management (eg. Mitchell and Shrubsole 1992),
environmental planning (eg. Armitage 1995), and
bioregional planning (eg. Sattler 1993; Lambert et al.
1996).

Lang (1990b) defined the sorts of circumstances
requiring integrated resource management and
planning approaches as “where problems are highly
complex, interestsand objectivesare numerousandin
conflict, information and knowledge are quite
incomplete, ends and means are ambiguous, control is
fragmented and the external environment isin flux”.
Thus, integrated approaches must incorporate a
holistic resource management ethic characterised by
“diverse setsof stakehol derscoming together, sharing
information and perspectives, fostering mutual
understanding, and developing a holistic yet targeted
approach to managing an environmental system”
(Margerum 1996).

Frameworks for integrating environmental,
economic and social issues in resource use
planning

The most commonly used internationally accepted
methods for assessing the potential of land for one or
more uses are based on the standard guidelines of the
Food and Agriculture Organization’s Framework for
Land Evaluation (FAO 1976). Rather than a
classification system, the framework provides aset of
methodological guidelinesfor evaluating a particular
areaof landintermsof itslimitationsto land use. One
of the key principles to the approach is that land
suitability refers to use on a sustained basis with
referenceto the physical, economic and social context
of the areaconcerned. Thelimitationsto land use are,
however, generally assessed in terms of on-site
biophysical criteria only, and important socio-
economic factors and off-site implications, including
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cumulative effects, influencing the sustainability of a
regional resource use system are often not considered.

In responseto these deficiencies, various frameworks
that take a more integrated regional approach to
evaluating environmental, economic and social
aspects of resource use management have been
proposed. These include: the Framework for
Evaluating Sustainable Land Management (FAO
1976, 1983; Smyth and Dumanski 1993); the Forest
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT
1993); the Pressure-State Response Framework
(OECD 1992; DPIE 1994); Strategic Environmental
Assessment (Therivel et al. 1992; Court et al. 1994,
Glasson et al. 1994); and approaches based on threat
identification using indicator groups (Gallopin 1994).
Unfortunately, little progress towards a more cross-
disciplinary synthesisof regional problemsappearsto
have been made.

3.3 Regional Resource Use Planning
Negotiations and Procedures

Section 3.1 stressed the need for regional planning to
recognise that regions comprise a plurality of
stakeholder groups with both competing and
compatible objectives and priorities. Many of these
stakeholders have varying roles, rights and
responsibilitiesin relation to land ownership,
planning and management. Consequently, regional
planning processes need to be underpinned by an
effective framework for facilitating negotiation
among these stakehol ders. These negotiations need to
focus on achieving natura resource management
regimesthat make appropriate trade -offs between the
competing social, economic and environmental needs
of these stakeholders.

Dorcey (1986) and work undertaken in Canada' s
Pacific North West by the Westwater Research
Centre at the University of British Colombia
succinctly draw out issues relating to the
establishment of an effective framework for the
negotiation of regional agreements on the
management of natural resources. An outline of these
issues follows.

3.3.1 Informing and preparing for the
negotiation process

Dorcey (1986:79) claimsthat if bargaining and
negotiation areto be productive, then the stakehol ders
or participants must be well informed. Information
that the groups involved must have includes:

(i) technical and scientific data and knowledge
concerning regional resource management; (ii) major
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development plans and threats to resource
sustainability intheregion; (iii) development impacts
on the community and its resources; (iv) the socio-
cultural landscape within the region; and (v)
knowledge of how to become involved in planning
processes. Ownership and control over this type of
information meansthat groupswill be ableto bargain
from a position of strength and knowledge.

Being informed, however, is not the only preparation
that stakeholder groups need to make to achieve their
preferred outcomes in resource use negotiations.
Fisher and Ury (1981:13-14) stresstheimportance of
preparing to enter into the negotiation process, and
they suggest stakeholder groups should apply three
stages in doing so: analysis, technical planning and
discussion. The analysis stage attempts to diagnose
the situation and involves gathering information, and
organising and thinking about it (Dorcey 1986). In
doing this, plannersfor stakeholder groups need to be
able to consider partisan perceptions, hostile
emotions and unclear communications, as well as
identify community interests and those of the other
side. The groups must note the options aready
available and identify any criteria already suggested
asabasisfor agreement (Dorcey 1986).

During technical planning, the same issues are dealt
with a second time, both to generate ideas and to
decide upon acourse of action. Possible solutions are
theorised, objectives prioritised and their feasibility
determined (Dorcey 1986). Each stakeholder group
needs also to generate additional options and criteria
for deciding among objectives. Throughout the
analysis and planning phases, each group needs to
address three critical questions: (i) how can its goals
be best achieved?; (ii) how can the other partiesgoals
be best achieved? and (iii) how can the group’s goals
be best achieved in the light of agreements that seem
possible (Dorcey 1986).

Finally, in discussion, the negotiating parties
communicate back and fourth, looking towards
agreement, using these questions as an agenda.
Differences in perspectives and feelings, and
difficulties in communication can be assessed and
addressed (Dorcey 1986). Both parties can then
jointly generate options that are mutually
advantageous and seek agreement on objective
standards for resolving opposed interests (Dorcey
1986).

Dorcey (1986:113) contends that many stakehol der
organisations are not well prepared for bargaining. In
the past, descriptive knowledge has been
overemphasi sed and functional knowledge neglected.
Scientists have generally not been employed by

stakeholder groups to provide important background
to the bargaining process. While more scientific
information has become available in recent years, it
often does not always meet the needs of bargaining.
To addressthese deficiencies he suggeststhat aseries
of interrelated reforms is needed to strengthen the
bargaining process. To improve their involvement,
stakeholder groups need to: (i) develop an
understanding of the bargaining processes of
governance and the need to prepare for participation
inthem,; (ii) focus attention on the need for functional
knowledge and the opportunities for generating it
through desk analysesand experimental research; (iii)
develop techniques of planning that can be used by
bargaining participants, both individually and jointly;
(iv) develop techniques and processes for research
scientists to be more intimately engaged in the
analytical and management processes of governance;
and (v) develop techniques and processes for
stimulating the systematic and constructive
challenging of technical and value judgments
underlying the arguments of partiesto the bargaining.

3.3.2 Participation and representation

Asthelegal rights of key groups within the
community improve, so to do their opportunities to
get involved in the bargaining process within and
outside government organisations (Dorcey
1986:115). The equity of bargaining processesis
likely to improve as the mainstream planning system
becomes more open to public participation, and as
dispute resol ution processes become more cognisant
of stakeholder group concerns. In recent years,
opportunities also have significantly expanded for
government agencies to also becomeinvolved in
bargaining (Dorcey 1986:133).

However, while the political environment for
stakeholder participation in negotiations and the
mainstream planning system has improved, Dorcey
(1986:134) considersthat alack of community-based
leadership has frustrated the process, restricting the
community-based strategic planning needed to
meaningfully inform the negotiation process. This
further justifies the development of the strategic
planning capabilities of less powerful participants
(eg. marginal stakeholder groups and small
government agencies; Dorcey 1986:134). While
sound community-based strategic planning will allow
stakeholders to bargain for their aspirations,
bureaucratic strategic planning will also make
government leadership and accountability both
possible and meaningful (Dorcey 1986:134).
Improving the bargaining ability of the bureaucratic
agencies will provide an effective advocate for
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stakeholder concerns within higher levels of the
negotiation process.

Governments need to reorganise the hierarchy of
bargaining and negotiation processes so that the
higher levels establish the parameters for bargaining
at the lower levels (Dorcey 1986:134). The
responsibilities of leadership throughout the
hierarchy must be clearly established so that
bargaining isguided by and ultimately accountableto
elected paliticians (Dorcey 1986:134). To better
inform the process, the responsibility for bargaining
and negotiation within government should therefore
be devolved to regional bureaucratic levels.

In designing administrative arrangements to support
equitable bargaining and negotiation, it is important
that some thought be given to resourcing stakehol der
groupsto alow them to participate effectively. The
concept of participant funding has previously been
used to resource stakeholder groups in Australian
regional planning processes (see subsection 4.3.1).
However, where governments have not been
committed to the concept of actually empowering
stakeholder groups to negotiate over resource
management iSsues, groups receiving participant
funds may feel betrayed, seeing their participation as
window dressing for centralised planning (see
Howlett 1996).

3.3.3 Improving the productivity of
negotiation

Dale (1991:20) suggests that for stakeholder groups
to be competent and effective at bargaining and to
achieve their goals and aspirations, they need to: (i)
be ableto effectively use information as a bargaining
base; (ii) establish information sharing and support
networks and credibility with other communities,
industries, stakeholder groups and even government
departments that are able to add substance to their
bargaining position; and (iii) be able to effectively
communicate in the bargaining process, either
through organisational training, employing a
facilitator or negotiator to conduct negotiations
competently, or temporarily enlisting the services of
government agents to provide assistancein
bargaining.

Tegg (1990) has released training material to assist
communities to negotiate with external resource
developers over resource useissues. Such material is
important for non-government stakeholder groups,
because weak communication, challenging and
bargaining skills can seriously undermine potential
productivity. Dorcey (1986:162) considers that
improvements need to be made in communicating
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effectively, challenging constructively and
bargaining successfully.

3.3.4 Changing the negotiation environment

Regional planning aready occurs within an
environment of government administration and
industry involvement that often does not fully
encourage stakeholder participation. Changesin the
bargaining environment are often regional, national
or global rather thanlocal, and they tend to be beyond
the control of individual communities or stakeholder
groups. Stakeholder group commitment (through
lobbying, lead by example, etc.) to fair representation
in the existing planning process has, nevertheless,
sometimes generated change in the administrative
structures and the overall environment in which
planning occurs. The trend towards planning by
bargaining isageneral onewithin society. Indigenous
minorities across the globe, for example, have moved
towards better political representation within
planning processes (see Jull 1981; Jull and Roberts
1991).

Ingtitutional arrangements for planning, however,
often have been developed with little explicit
consideration of structuring them to facilitate
bargaining, even though most resource use
negotiations occur within this process. Dorcey
(1986:146) recommends that new arrangements need
to be developed to facilitate bargaining, because so
far they have received little attention in government
administration. On the other hand, Amin and Thomas
(1996:255) outline how the governance of Denmark’s
economy has been shifting towards the
democratisation and decentralisation of decision-
making, the preservation of collective solidaritiesand
an emphasis on inter-institutional dialogue. They
consider that, under these circumstances, the state has
shifted “towardsrelations of reciprocity and trust with
other governance institutions’. The Danish model
offerssomeinsightsto challenge the more centralised
models of governance for natural resources within
Australia.

3.3.5 Regional plan assessment, monitoring
and evaluation

Itisimportant that regional level agreements reached
via stakeholder negotiation are regularly monitored
and evaluated in the same negotiatory spirit within
which they were reached. Stakeholder groups should
be directly involved in monitoring and evaluation,
and negotiatory structures should be retained in
appropriate forms once regional planning has been
completed. Apart from building commitment to
implementation, this enablestrust and cooperation to
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be maintained during ongoing resource management
processes. The design of monitoring and evaluation
programs should draw upon the extensive literature
on evaluation (including ex-ante and ex-poste

eva uations and continuous monitoring; Shefer and
Kaess 1990).

Thereisconsiderablevaluein undertaking someform
of ex-ante impact assessment of draft strategies
arising from regional resource use planning
processes. It can be used to redlity test proposed
strategies and to reduce any negative social,
economic and environmental impacts that may arise
from implementation.

Hill (1985) presents awide group of factorsthat need
to be considered in undertaking assessments and
evaluations. He considerstheseto include: being able
to deal with different stakeholder objectives;
consideration of ex-post impacts; dealing effectively
with uncertainty; providing distributional equity;
working to appropriate time lines; and
comprehensiveness. For best results, institutional
arrangements for plan monitoring and evaluation
should be negotiated before the completion of any
planning process (eg. see SEQRCC 1995).

3.4 Participation Within Regional
Stakeholder Groups

The community development and public participation
literature dealswith anumber of factorsthat arelikely
to lead to improved participation of constituents
within stakeholder groups. These factors are not only
important in ensuring equity within regional planning
processes, but also in securing long-term backing of
agreements reached at the regional level. Poor
participation within stakeholder groups could
undermine the effectiveness of regional planning
outcomes, even if al stakeholder groups are
represented during negotiation.

3.4.1 Establishing and maintaining a
stakeholder group mandate

Empowerment of individuals and sub-groups to
participate in the structures and processes of their
representative stakeholder groupsis critical to
establishing vital and effective stakeholder
representation in regional negotiations. Senge (1992)
argues that empowering individuals without effort to
maintain a clear alignment to the group can result in
increasing tensions and conflicts within the group,
lessening their effectivenessin the regional
negotiation process. Chamala (1994:11) considers
that this reinforces the need to update team-building
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activities and the ongoing development and
refinement of a shared corporate vision.

Establishing and undertaking team activities to
maintain a shared corporate vision is critical to
stakeholder groups retaining a mandate to operate
within regional negotiations. Stakeholder groups
often may mobilise over ashort period asaresult of a
key land use or development issue, but fail to
maintain their mandate by continuously ‘working
their constituency’ . Thismeansthat group leadersfail
to regularly reassure constituents that their interests
are being represented. These activities are critical in
providing representative leaders with the confidence
they need to take actions or to make commitmentsin
regional negotiations. Limited efforts to raise and
maintain a mandate may result in some constituents
distancing themsel vesfrom agreements negotiated by
their representatives, or even breaking away and
establishing their own stakeholder groups.

3.4.2 Equity within stakeholder groups

Equity issues (see subsection 3.5.2) do not simply
apply to ensuring access of all stakeholder groups to
the regional planning or negotiating table. The
validity of any stakeholder group’ s involvement
equally depends on it having equitable representation
among its members, further ensuring that the group
holds a mandate. There are many examples of
inequitable involvement within stakeholder groups
(eg. female producers finding barriers in producer
groups, particular Aboriginal language groups
securing inequitable representation within
representative bodies established under the Native
Title Act, etc.).

While many commentators have examined barriersto
equitable participation within planning and
policymaking processes at the stakeholder level (eg.
see Boesveld and Postel-Coster 1991:142), less
attention has been paid to the difficulties faced by
members within stakeholder groups. Some of these
barriersinclude the gender and racial rolesascribed to
particular constituents, political and educational
differences, functional barriers arising from age and
disability, physical barriers such as remoteness and
isolation, and economic barriers arising from internal
differences within the socio-economic position of
stakeholder group constituents.

Inequitable representation resulting from these
barriers can reduce the impact of regional planning
outcomes. Disaffected groups can undermine
resource management agreements reached.
Appropriate checks and balances may not be built
into strategies developed from regional planning,
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rendering them difficult to implement. Critical
resource management issues may not be identified
and addressed. These barriers can limit constituent
participation within stakehol der groupsin avariety of
ways. Economically disadvantaged constituents, for
example, may not have ready access to
communication technol ogies such as faxes and
mobile phones. They may be unable to sustain the
travel required to attend meetings. It is possible, for
example, that entire communities within aregion
could be marginalised because of economic factors
affecting their participation.

3.4.3 Empowering constituentswithin
stakeholder groups

The effectiveness of stakeholder groupsin
negotiationsdependson their ability to empower their
congtituentsto play an activerolein the group, rather
than establishing structures and processes that limit
innovation and the use of available expertise. Murrell
(1995) identified six key methods that groups can use
to empower their constituents: education, learning,
mentoring/supporting, providing, structuring and
actualising. The application of these processes by
stakeholder groups may increase commitment from
constituents as well as enhance team cohesion and
effectiveness.

3.4.4 Equitableresourcingwithin
stakeholder groups

AsMurrell (1995) notes, equitableresource provision
iscritical inempowering individuals or sub-groupsto
participate effectively in stakehol der group processes.
Community-based stakeholder groups are often
resource-poor, and there are often limitations too to
the support that they can provide individual
constituents to participate. Even in these
circumstances, however, there are several resource
strategies that can be put into place to improve the
participation of (particularly) marginalised
individuals or subgroups. These may include smple
arrangements such as alternating meeting venues
across different parts of aregion, providing transport
sharing arrangements, consciously directing resource
support to disadvantaged constituents, etc.

3.4.5 Appropriate administrative structures
and executive member ship

Equity and empowerment are important factors to
consider in establishing structures for administering
stakeholder groups. A range of incorporation options
may be looked at by the group to ensure there is
equitable involvement from various group factions.
Asingovernment parties, it may also beimportant for

some form of factional deal or ward arrangement to
be established to equitably share the administrative
and executive functions of the group. This ensures
that particular factions are not disenfranchised from
executive and management decisions, and that there
can be more direct information flows to key group
factions about regiona planning activities.

3.5 Principlesfor Regional Resource
Use Planning

In exploring the three core elements of regional
planning in sections 3.2—3.4, a number of consistent
themes or principles emerged. Our review has
identified eight overarching checks or principles that
need to be applied in judging whether or not regional
resource use planning is working. These include
ensuring that all elements of planning are adequate
and adaptive and are implemented in a sustainable,
accountable, equitable, integrated, effective and
efficient way. In chapter 5, these principles will be
used as checks to underpin an analysis of regional
planning across Australia.

3.5.1 Sustainability

Asdiscussed in chapter 2 and in Maclntyre and
Mclvor (1998), there is now a high acceptance of the
need for resource use planning processestry to
achieve sustainable land use outcomes. Thus, the
concept is useful as a check within all elements of
regional planning. The most significant problem in
applying the principleof sustainability arisesfromthe
academic and public debate concerning how it can be
measured or defined (eg. see Goodland and Daly
1995). Another problem has been that there has been
limited integration of the concepts of social,
ecological and economic sustainability. For the
purposes of this review of regional planning, the
Brundtland view of sustainable development is
adopted. WCED (1987) defines ESD as that which
“meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generationsto
meet their own needs’.

3.5.2 Equity

Directly linked to the concept of sustainability arethe
concepts of equity and fairness. Syme (pers. comm.
1997) considers that, in an integrated catchment
management context, the reason for identifying
equity as akey principleisthat, “however itis
defined, (equity) islikely to be closely associated
with anindividual’ soverall judgement of theinherent
fairnessof the ... process ...”. He also considers that
“those people who for whatever reason do not seethe
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processashbeing afair onearelesslikely to participate
fully in the program” (Syme, pers. comm. 1997).
Theseissues and concerns equally lend themselvesto
analysis of structures and processes within regional
resource use planning.

Equity considerations should be the overriding check
in establishing structures and processes for
negotiation among stakeholders, as well as
participation within stakeholder groups. An
inequitable planning process will not only influence
the willingness of individuals and groups to
participate in regiona planning, but also will affect
their commitment to implementation. It will also
underlie the consequent socia and economic impacts
arising from implementation that are experienced by
marginalised groups. Poor attention to equity issues
will eventually undermine the long-term viability of
the planning outcomes because of uneven
development and the possibility that land use
conflictswill emerge or re-emerge at sometimeinthe
future.

3.5.3 Accountability

Any regional planning process needsto be
accountabl eto the stakeholderswho have alegitimate
roleto play. The general need for governments to be
accountable to their constituents clearly should be
reflected in regional planning. In turn, the
representatives of community-based stakehol der
groups need to be accountable to the constituents of
their groups.

3.5.4 Integration

Central to many of the problems faced so far by
regional planning isthe poor level of integration
between disciplines, processes and institutional
arrangements (eg. see Slocombe 1993:289). Poor
integrationresultsininefficienciesandinequities, and
ensures that regional planning favours, for example,
economic rather that social or environmental
objectives.

3.5.5 Adequacy

The concept of adequacy also needs to be applied in
checking that technical, negotiatory and participative
elements of regional planning are working. It asks
whether particular measures are being applied at
sufficient levels to get the job done. For example, a
regional planning process may redistribute human
services in aregion to make access more equitable,
and to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the
services delivered. This does not necessarily mean,
however, that the total level of services provided is
adequate to meet demand. The concept can aso be

applied to the distribution of biogeographic reserves.
Whilelandsallocated may be appropriately located to
protect biodiversity, they may be insufficient in area.
Conversely, it is easy to consider how there could be
adequate allocations of land in inappropriate or
ineffective locations.

3.5.6 Effectiveness

Throughout regional planning, thereisaalso need to
constantly check that the processis having effective
and meaningful outcomes (and not just outputs such
as planning documents). Most decisions about
planning need to be made with the aim that they will
result in substantive improvements in the way that
natural resources or land are managed in the region.

3.5.7 Efficiency

Effective outcomes from regional planning should
not be considered in isolation from their costs. The
efficiency of outcomes can be measured both
quantitatively and qualitatively. They represent the
outcomesachieved for theinputs used during regional
planning. The optimal mix of inputs and outputsis
also an important consideration. Efficiency
considerations provide an understanding of the
relationship between inputs and outputs in regional
planning. There are frequent examples of regional
planners reducing measures for public participation
on the presumption that it “costs too much” without
adequate consideration of how much this may reduce
the value of the outcomes achieved (see Howlett
1996). Susskind (1987) considersthat swift outcomes
often result in false hope because, if disputes are not
fully resolved, they merely shift to another arena. On
the other hand, public participation programsin
regional planning may be applied in a non-strategic
way, creating additional costs for limited outcomes.

3.5.8 Adaptiveness

Finally, regional planning processes need to
demonstrate adaptiveness: a capacity to make
strategic and operational change as changing
circumstance or knowledge present themselves.
Adaptivenessis critical in complex systems where
our knowledge is continually improving, and where
plan implementation can lead to unexpected
consequences. Adaptiveness needs to be structurally
and cultural built into institutional arrangements
which support regional planning activities.



4. Institutional and Policy
Arrangementsfor Regional
Resour ce Use Planning

To underpin our review of regional resource use
planning across Australiain chapter 5, this chapter
explores the relevant institutional arrangementsin
place at the national and State levels. Thisprovidesa
basis for comparison between the Commonwealth
and the State positions, and within individual States
and regions. Comparisons between the arrangements
reached in Australia and other comparable countries
are also made to strengthen our analysis.

The following discussion illustrates that there are
numerous legislative, structural and administrative
arrangements in place for regional resource use
planning. These are highly fragmented into separate
legidative and administrative arrangements, and
support programs for various forms of regional
economic development, regional social development
and regiona environmental management. The
separate nature of these themes are reflected both at
the State/Territory and Commonwealth levels.
Arrangements in place at the Commonwealth level
have been driven largely by the need for micro-
economic reform and to respond to international
commitments such asESD, international conventions
and Agenda 21. State-level arrangements are more
predominantly driven by State imperatives of
economic development or natural resource
management.

Most of the institutional arrangementsin place for
regional planning tend to focus on centralised forms
of land use planning, allocating the primary planning
responsihility to particular agencies with specific
agendas (eg. World Heritage Management
Authorities, the Western Australian Conservation and
Land Management Agency, etc.), or delegating
powersto particular committees or boardswith limits
totheir representativeness (eg. REDOs, RPAGS, etc.).
There are few ingtitutional arrangementsin place
which explicitly seek to facilitate equitable
negotiations among all key stakeholder interests, and
even fewer that allocate enough resources to ensure

that stakeholder groups are able to adequately
represent their constituents.

The approaches to ingtitutionalising regional
planning taken in other industrialised countries, such
as New Zealand, Canada and the United States are
diverse, and present useful lessonsfor the analysis of
circumstances in Australia. The United States has
tended to be highly sector-based (eg. regional forest
planning) or to vest regional (usually areas of high
conservation value) planning power in specific
regional authorities such as the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency. New Zealand has moved towards
regional forms of government (ie. district and
regional councils), while Canada has perhaps taken
greater steps towards facilitated negotiation among
key regional stakeholders. In Australia, regional
forms of government such asregional councils are
likely to receive limited political support. Regional
planning authorities are likely to be tolerated only in
specific purpose areas such as regions of world
heritage significance. Aspectsof the Canadian system
could well be applied to establishing a more
negotiatory framework for regional planning.
Elements of all three systems, however, provide
useful insightsto possibilitiesfor regional planningin
Australian rangeland environments.

4.1 International Arrangementsin
Support of Regional Resource
Use Planning

International processes that have promoted ESD
principles globally have underpinned Australian
government and industry moves towards better
institutionalising regional approachesto resource use
and management. These processes have resulted in
the Australian Government signing a range of
treaties, agreements, conventions and protocols.
Although there is no express power for the
Commonwealth to enter into treaties with other
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countries, section 61 of the Constitution extends the
power to negotiate and sign such treatiesto executive
government (Rigney 1993:12). However, an
international treaty does not have domestic effect
unless the Commonwealth passes enabling
legidation. Where the subject matter of the such
legislation is not supported by a particular head of
power, the external affairs power of the Constitution
provides the Commonweal th with the broad power to
implement treaties which impose international
obligations upon Australia as a member of the world
community. This power also extendsto legidation
which deal swith matters of international concern that
have not yet formed part of an international treaty
(Rigney 1993:12).

Asaresult, thereis arange of legislative and
administrative arrangements in place at the
international/Commonwealth interface which
together build a complex institutional framework
supporting, both directly and indirectly, the
establishment of regional resource use planning
activities. A list of such agreements, conventions,
treaties and protocols can be found in Duncan
(1993:xii) and Machonochie (1996:16). Some that
haveadirect impact on regional planning include: the
Convention for the Protection of the World Cultural
and Natural Heritage, agreed in Parisin November
1972 and resulting in the World Heritage Properties
Conservation Act 1983; the Convention on the
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora signed in Washington in March
1973; the Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Racial Discrimination, agreed in 1969 and
resulting in the Racial Discrimination Act 1975; the
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance
Especially Waterfowl Habitat, agreed in February
1971, the Convention on Biodiversity, ratified on 18
June 1993 and in effect by 29 December 1993; the
Framework Convention on Climate Change; the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; and the
United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification.

Of particular relevance to rangelands, Agenda 21
“addresses combined issues of environmental
protection and fair and equitable development for all”
(Machonochie 1996:16). Machonochie (1996:16)
points out that this includes issues such asthe
planning and management of natural resources,
combating desertification and drought, promoting
sustainable agriculture and rural development,
conservation of biological diversity and
strengthening the role of indigenous people. Also, the
overall objectives of the Convention on Biological
Diversity are the conservation of biological diversity,
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the sustainabl e use of its components and the fair and
equitable distribution of benefits arising from the use
of genetic resources. As a party to the convention,
Australiahasaresponsibility for the conservation and
sustainable use of it own biological diversity. Parties
also have the responsibility to manage those of their
own activities that may threaten diversity, regardless
of where the effects might be felt (Preece et al.
1995:15). They are required to do this through the
implementation of national strategies, plans, and
programsfor sectorssuch asagriculture, fisheriesand
forestry, and for cross-sectoral matters such asland
use planning and decision- making.

41.1 New Zealand

The basis for regional planning in New Zealand was
radically improved with the introduction of the
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). The Act
represents New Zealand’ sresponse to the Brundtland
report and confers planning responsibilities upon two
pre-existing authorities: regional councils, which
haveamajor rolein devel oping resource management
policies and in the management of soil and water
resources and coastal areas; and district councils,
which are primarily concerned with managing land
use within the regional policy framework (Dixon
1993:239). Both are elected at the time of local
government elections viaaward system. District or
unitary councils were established in areas where it
was considered that the functions of regional and
local government could effectively be blended into
one administrative structure (Fitzgerald, pers. comm.
11/7/96).

Under the RMA, regional councils are required to
produce regional policy statements that identify the
key resource issues for the region, and to define
policies for dealing with those issues. These
statements are intended to reflect national
environmental standards and regulations. They
frequently include the identification of regional
resource use issues and the establishment of a
regional vision of sustainable resource management.
There are statutory requirements for citizen
involvement and iwi (Maori tribe) consultations
(Furuseth and Cocklin 1995:184).

The RMA intends that these regional policy
statements establish the framework within which
local government strategic planning and devel opment
assessment activities occur. Regional policy
statements may underpin the devel opment of regional
plans or regional coastal plans, and are taken into
account in the devel opment of district plans and
subsequent assessment of development activities. In
terms of development assessment, while district
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council approvals focus on land use and sub-division
consents, regiona councils provide consents to take
water and to discharge contaminantsinto water or air,
or onto land (Morgan 1995:334). Some coastal

devel opment consentsremain theresponsibility of the
Department of Conservation (Furuseth and Cocklin
1995).

Currently, all regional councils have officialy
declared their policy statementsand many are seeking
public comment on them (Morgan 1995:334).
Furuseth and Cocklin (1995:181) consider that
regional policy statements will be among the most
important mechanisms through which principles of
sustai nable resource management will be
implemented at the local level. They also consider
that the devolution of responsibility for natural
resource decision-making to the regional and local
level isthelegidlation’sredl strength. Under former
administrative structures, centralised government
departments and legidative mandates largely pre-
empted local decision-making on natural resource
issues, despite the absence of well-defined national
environmental policy. Within the general guidelines
laid out in the RMA, this allows the councils to
establish the boundaries and principles of sustainable
management for their particular regions.

While Furuseth and Cocklin (1995:199) consider that
itistoo early to fully assess the success of the RMA
approach, they have found that thereis a high degree
of consistency between the councilsin the way that
they interpret the concept of sustainable resource use
at theregional level. They consider, however, that the
definitions that do emerge lack specificity, givelittle
direction in terms of appropriate theory, and offer no
real potential for assessing sustainability in practical
terms. Fitzgerald (pers. comm. 11/7/96) considers
that one reason for thisis perhaps that the ministry
responsible for administering the RMA (the Ministry
of the Environment) hasnot so far played astrong role
in monitoring the quality of regional policies or
building the capacity of regional councilsto
undertake regional planning. He also considers that
conflictshavearisenwithinregional council activities
because of urban representatives dominate in many
regions.

There appears aready to be awide variation in the
extent and quality of regional planning
documentation being developed by regional councils
(Morgan 1995:334). There also appears to belittle
structured negotiation towards the settlement of
regional Maori claims viathe regional planning
process (Fitzgerald pers. comm. 11/7/96).
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41.2 Canada

Federal institutional arrangements

Until the late 1970s, Federal initiativesin regional
planning were focused exclusively on regional
economic devel opment projects and paid little direct
attention to the environment. Indeed, the government
at one time set up an Office of Regiona and
Economic Expansion with major programs for
regional infrastructure devel opment and industry
restructurein key regions. While some of the schemes
under the program were successful, many failed when
Federal subsidies ended (Shrubsole, pers. comm. 27/
6/96). Since then, because of funding cutbacks,
regional planning has not been in vogue, and the
Federal government has generally played arelatively
weak role.

However, asin the United States and Australia,
Federd institutional arrangementsfor forest planning
have been the precursor to significant advances and
activitiesin regional resource use planning. Asa
result of anumber of documented crisesin Canadian
forest management and theinternational shift towards
ESD, many sustainability concepts have been
endorsed by the Canadian Government viathe
Canadian Council of Resource and Environment
Ministers and by Canadian forestersin the 1987
National Forest Sector Strategy (Dunster 1992:68).

Despite this, Ontario isthe only province that has
attempted to undertake comprehensive environmental
assessment of timber management. Furthermore,
there is considerable criticism of the forest
management focus of the statutory planning activities
of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
(OMNR) and the inability of environmental
assessment activities to meet ESD criteria (Dunster
1992:69). Forest management plans established by
the OMNR tend to operate as de facto regional
planning instruments in the northern, less popul ated
parts of the province.

Asaresult of rapid urban and industrial expansionin
ecologically sensitive areas, various regional
planning activities of significance have evolved with
strong Federal backing. One of these was established
in 1988 through the Federal government’s
appointment of a Royal Commission to inquire into
the future of the Toronto waterfront and to seek the
concurrence of affected authorities to enhance
physical, environmental and administrative
approaches to the use and devel opment of the
waterfront and related lands (Crombie 1992:1). The
Royal Commission worked from June 1988 to
December 1991 in order to complete additional work
reguested by the Province of Ontario.
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The commission organised five work groups to look
at abroad range of issues, and planned a series of
public hearings after preparing several discussion
papers. In addition, commission staff and experts
began to analyse arange of 1and use and devel opment
activities. The commission maintained an open
process that encouraged stakehol der involvement,
and the resulting draft recommendations in August
1989 received both Federa and Provincia support.
Indeed, Ontario Province responded by extending the
mandate of the commission to address additional
issues on a broader, more integrated regional basis.
The commission used methods similar to those
employed during itsfirst phase, and rel eased a second
interim report in 1990. Recommendations included
the adoption of an ecosystem approach as a basis for
integrated planning and programs; partnership
agreements between the Province and municipalities,
specific environmental and development projects;
and revision of the Planning Act and other legislation
(Crombie 1992:8).

Moves towards negotiated regional planningin
British Columbia (BC)

Land use planning in BC hastraditionally beendriven
by natural resource exploitation, particularly in
forestry and mining (CORE 1993). Over the past 30
years there have been increasing calls for
comprehensive approaches to land use planning and,
in 1991, the government of the province was el ected
“with a strong mandate to significantly
improve...environmental management” (Ministry of
Forests 1996). Over 90% of BCis Crown land, but in
the past two decades there have been marked
increases in population, industrial expansion and
resource use (Ministry of Forests 1996). The
Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE)
is an independent statutory commission that was
established by the government in 1992 “to advise the
government and people ...on land use and related
resource issues’ (CORE 1992). CORE'slegidative
base requires the development of a BC-wide
Provincial Land Use Study for “land use and related
resource and environmental management” (CORE
1992).

CORE has powers of investigation and to call public
hearings in commissions of inquiry, and must report
tothe public, legislature and executive (CORE 1992).
The commissionisan advisory (not decision-making)
body with amajor responsibility to enhance public
participation in planning.

CORE' s planning strategy recognises provincial,
regional and community levels. Through
consultation, CORE developed principles and goals

for “environmentally, economically and socialy
sustainable land use...to guide the land use planning
process throughout BC” (Ministry of Forests 1996).
Thiswasdonethrough “multi-party, consensus-based
negotiation” and consultation with stakeholders
(CORE 1993). A provincial sub-regiona planning
activity, the Land and Resource Management
Planning process, is currently under way.

The basic principles for the planning process rely on
the concepts of environmental, economic and social
sustainability (CORE 1993). The availability of
“comprehensive data, through research and inventory
preparation” is essential for planning, asisthe need
for “field monitoring and auditing systems...to
ensure [consistency] with land use goals” (CORE
1993). To achieve abalanced and sustainableland use
pattern across aregion within the Land and Resource
Management Planning, the region “must be
sufficiently large to make possible the
accommodation of the needs of all legitimate
interests...through a negotiated and shared decision
making processin which all interests are regarded as
having equal status regardless of their authority or
power” (CORE 1993). These processes have already
been used in three regions and it is proposed that the
activity will continuethroughout the province (CORE
1993).

Public participation is optimised through structured
and collaborative negotiation between stakeholdersto
determine recommendations for preferred land use
patterns. The commission hastried to “make no prior
assumptionsabout which interestswill berepresented
at the negotiating table” (CORE 1993). To help
ensure “full and effective representation” those
stakeholders with demonstrated need are assisted
with funds, services and facilities to support the
presentation of their positions. To further ensure the
success of the decision-making process all interested
parties are “invited to participate in the design and
evolution of the process as well asin negotiation of
substantive issues’ (CORE 1993). This shared
approach to decision-making has been adopted in
each of the regional land use negotiation activities
undertaken to date. L ong-time protagonists have
apparently come to see negotiation as preferable to
confrontation and have developed “in a climate of
suspicion and deep rooted cynicism ...the regional
infrastructure necessary to support a complex, multi
party negotiation process’ (CORE 1993).

4.1.3 TheUnited States

Steiner (1983:307) considers that academic debate
about economic fairness and ecological relationships
in the US during the 1960s started to influence
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legislation for new regional planning programsin the
early 1970s. Such programsinclude the Appalacian
Regiona Planning Commission, New York’'s
Adirondack Park Agency, the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency, and the New Jersey Pinelands
Commission. Regional planning also occurs on the
nation’s public lands (up to 42% of land in the US), a
significant example being the US Forest Service's
system for land and natural resource management.

The Appalacian Regiona Planning Commission
focuses on the devel opment of regiona economic and
socia infrastructure, although it also delivers
environment and natural resource programs. It was
established under Federal legidation (Public Works
and Economic Development Act 1965) designed to
assist relatively cohesive but economically
disadvantaged regions to become economic
development regions. The Adirondack Park Agency,
on the other hand, focuses on natural resource
management across counties within one State, and
was established in 1971 as aresult of growing land
use conflict intheregion. The agency wasdirected by
the State legislature to write a master plan for the
state-owned land and to propose legislation for
private land within the park. Local government plans
and projects with regiona impacts are reviewed and
approved by the agency (Steiner 1983:308).

Asaresult of conflict arising from rapid urban and
recreational development in the environmentally
sensitive Lake Tahoe area in the 1960s, the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency was established
cooperatively between Nevadaand California. Asthe
agency continued to be afocus for environmental
versus devel opment debates during the 1970s,
President Carter signed into law the Tahoe Regional
Planning Compact in 1980. This gave Federal
recognition to the agency and the power to establish
environmental thresholds and carrying capacities.
Congress further directed that these thresholds be
incorporated into the Lake Tahoe basin’ s regional
plan and implementation ordinances (Steiner
1983:310). Theregional plan for the New Jersey
Pinelands arose somewhat differently. It derivesfrom
the designation by US Congressin 1978 of the
Pinelands and the country’ sfirst national reserve. In
1979, New Jersey itself passed the Pinelands
Protection Act, establishing the Pinelands Planning
Commission responsible for coordinating the
planning of thelocal, state and national governments.

Asin many aspects of environmental planning in the
United States, forest planning has again established
important precedents and models for integrated
regional resource use planning. The National Forest
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Management Act and the National Environmental
Palicy Act stipulate the use of integrated, inter-
disciplinary teams for resource use planning for
national forests. Garcia (1989: 583) reportsthat more
than half of theseteams meet | egislated compositional
regquirements, and that, by and large, forest planners
strongly support their use and consider that they lead
to better integrated resource plansin the 122 National
Forest and Grassland areas across the country.

4.2 Regional Resource Use Planning
in the Australian National
Context

Because Australia has afederal system of
government, most |and use planning and management
responsibilitiesin Australia are carried out by the
States, and to alesser extent, are delegated to local
governments (McDonald 1992:247). However, the
fluctuating role of the Commonwealth in regional
development and environmental affairs has meant
that, inrecent years, it hasplayed amoredirect rolein
promoting various regional approachesto land use
planning. As noted in chapter 1, an economic
development theme focuses on the voluntary
facilitation of stronger regional economies. A second
theme revolves around regional social development
and the facilitation of indigenousinterestsin resource
use. A third theme has relied on the twin aims of
providing resource security for industry sectors, while
seeking to meet international obligations on
environmental protection. While these themes do not
necessarily contravene State rights and objectives,
some States have viewed Federal involvement asa
move to underminetheir power by building adefacto
form of regional government.

4.2.1 Regional economic development

Regional Economic Development Organisations
Asmentioned in chapter 1, the previous Labor
government’ s Working Nation White Paper led to the
establishment of a Regional Development Program
(RDP) in 1994 within the Department of Health,
Housing and Community Services (later restructured
to become the Department of Transport and Regional
Development). Labor originally intended to
complement the RDP by the establishment of new
case management arrangements and the Area
Consultative Committees within the Department of
Employment, Education and Training (DEET). This
link was established to make employment and
training programs more relevant to local needs and
regional development strategies. Elements of the
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Rural Adjustment Scheme were also to be tailored to
meet the structural adjustment needs of specific
regions (DHARD 1994:2). The program was
strengthened in 1995 as aresult of the Prime
Minister's “Community and Nation” statement
(Commonweslth of Australia 1995b:19).

The RDP comprised opportunities to establish
regional planning structures, strategies and projects,
regional strategic infrastructure and management and
skills enhancement for regional organisations. It
remained flexible in its definition of aregion and
regional economic development organisations
(REDOs) dligible to be established under the
program. The intention was that REDOs would focus
on economic development, and include core groups
of business, union, local government, education and
training representatives. Depending on the particulars
of regional activities, there would also be
opportunities for the involvement of other interests
such as environmental and community groups. In
addition, REDOswere not to be sectorally dominated
and were to have the ability to integrate various
economic and social development interests (DHARD
1994:8).

The RDP hoped to establish new REDOs where no
appropriate institutional structures existed. It also
aimed to build the capacity and broaden the planning
mandate of existing regional bodies (eg. Voluntary
Regional Organisations of Councils [VROCg], State
regional development boardsor regiona employment
committees supported by the Office of Labour Market
Adjustment, etc.). Funds of up to 75% of those
required were to be made available for regional
economic analysis and strategy development
activities such as regional resource audits, vision and
objective setting, consultation and negotiation with
key stakeholders, and the development of three to
five-year strategies focused on achievable results.
Project and strategic regional infrastructure funding
could arise from these strategies (DHARD 1994:14).

The RDP continued under the current Coalition
government until 18 July 1996, when Federal support
was terminated, to reduce the duplication of State
regional development effortsand responsihilities (see
Sharp 1996). A number of REDOs, however, will
continue to seek to operate with alternative funding
because of the commitment to regional economic
development that has evolved since their
establishment. Despite the demise of the RDP itself,
many REDOs are likely to continueto have arolein
regional planning processes throughout Australia.
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Regional tourism planning

Regional tourism development has evolved as a sub-
theme to regional economic development, but it has
often not been linked directly to REDO-based
activities. A number of specific institutional
arrangements for regional tourism planning exist by
virtue of both State policies supporting the
development of regional tourism plansand the nature-
based eco-tourism industry’ slinkagesto the National
Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’'s
Biological Diversity. Many State-based policies have
often resulted in narrow regional tourism strategies
focused on market development and market capture.
The National Ecotourism Strategy and the National
Tourism Strategy, however, both recognise the need
to use ecosystem/ bioregional approachesto
managing, interpreting and promoting natural and
cultural tourism resources in a sustainable manner
(Department of Tourism 1994). Both of these
strategies have implications for regional resource use
planning in rangelands. While the National Tourism
Strategy Supports the devel opment of regional
tourism plans, the National Ecotourism Strategy
supports integrated regional planning based on ESD
principles (Preece 1995:19).

Regional service delivery planning

Most Commonwealth departments plan their own
regional level servicedelivery arrangements. Because
the level of coordination between Commonwealth
service deliverers was traditionally poor, the Federal
government sought to improve regional service
planning and coordination. It created the
Commonwealth Programs Regional Impact
Committee on which all departments were
represented. In June 1995, the Committee announced
that it would be trialing different program delivery
modelsin severa regions to find the most effective
way of improving Commonwealth program delivery.
It was intended that these pilots would explore ways
to make Commonwealth program delivery more
responsive to regional needs and to enable regionsto
optimise their growth and development through
greater synergy with Commonwealth programs
(DHARD 1995a:3).

4.2.2 Regional social development

Social development and human service delivery
Aspreviously mentioned, the Whitlam government’s
AAP was instrumental in establishing funded,
government-supported frameworks for regional
socia planning and development. According to
Hayden (1996:186), welfare specialistsin Victoria
developed the concept through their close links with
the Labor party and eventually had it endorsed as
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Labor policy. Under the plan, Australiawas to be
broken into Regiona Social Development Councils
that wereintended to be representative of theregional
community. Each council would administer its own
budget, provided by the Commonwealth, to operate a
range of locally determined welfare programs.

Several pilot projects were established under the
AAP, concentrated in south-eastern Australia. Most
of them failed (see subsection 5.3.4), and since the
collapse of the Whitlam government, the regional
social development theme has not re-emerged in
government policy (see Jones and Thornthwaite
1994). Perhaps as a result of the failure of the AAP
system, both State and local governments were
suspicious of the regionalist economic development
agenda promoted by Minister Brian Howe under
Labor in the early 1990s. Many felt it revived the
perceived intention of the Whitlam administration to
bypass ‘recalcitrant’ State and local governments.

While federally-sponsored approaches to regional
social development collapsed in the 1970s, Federal,
State, community and local government-backed
attempits to establish structures and processes have
waxed and waned across the nation. Jones and
Thornthwaite (1994) review an extensive range of
institutional arrangementsin place for facilitating
regional social infrastructure planning. These have
included: (i) community and local government
supported regional social development councils; (ii)
regional social planning undertaken by VROC:s; (iii)
agency and local government based mechanisms for
regional social planning and coordination; (iv)
federally-funded family resource centres; (v) agency-
based regional human services planning; and (vi)
regional land use planning processes that have
included social infrastructure components.

Since the early to mid 1990s, planning for regional
human services delivery has re-emerged as an
important factor in Commonwealth human service
agencies (see Jones and Thornthwaite 1994). These
plans largely focused on administrative planning for
the delivery of Commonwealth-funded human
services. They often have been based on the analysis
of regional social data, but have rarely been
underpinned by inter-agency cooperation and
prioritiesidentified from community-based planning.
In some cases, the processes used have been
replicated by equivalent State agencies (see Jonesand
Thornthwaite 1994).

Institutional support for regional planning by
indigenous people

A second social development sub-theme of
significance to regional resource use planning in
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rangelands has emerged from variouslegal and policy
developmentsin indigenous affairs. First was the
establishment of 60 (now reduced to 35) ATSIC
Regiona Councils, and the election of zone
representativesto ATSIC (see Sullivan 1996). Under
the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission Act 1989, regional councils must
develop regional plansfor “improving the economic,
socia and cultural status of Aborigina and Torres
Strait Islander residents of the region” (ATSIC
1994a). These plans should be integrated with other
regional planning processes likely to affect
indigenous interests (ATSIC 1994b).

More recently, the findings of the High Court in
relation to Mabo and othrs. vs. The Queensland
government have placed nativetitle issues firmly on
the resource use planning agenda. In response to the
High Court decision, the Federal government passed
the Native Title Act 1993. In negotiations leading to
the Act, land councils across northern Australia
played acritical rolein ensuring that it would provide
significant opportunities to negotiate regional
agreements that would reconcile resource use and
development in Aboriginal domains with the native
title and social justice aspirations of Aboriginal
traditional owners (see ATSIC 19944) The concept is
retained in the Government’ s response to the High
Court’s Wik decision. The concept of regional
agreements has been strongly influenced by the
Nananvuut regional settlements in north-western
Canada (eg. see Richardson et al. 1994).

4.2.3 Environmental protection/resource
security
Thisthemein regional planning underpins
ingtitutional arrangements which directly and
indirectly support regional resource use planning. It
has evolved from conflicting calls for resource
security from industry and calls for the adoption of
ESD principles from domestic and international
Sources.

National Srategy for ESD

Asadirect result of the international ESD process,
Australiaestablished arange of ESD working groups
to examine particular issues concerning its
implementation across Australia. The working group
approach culminated in the adoption of the National
Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development
(Commonwealth of Australia 1992a) by
Commonwealth, State and local governments. The
strategy guides policy and decision-making,
particularly in those sectors that depend on the use of
natural resources. The strategy encourages strategic
and regionally focused research and cross
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jurisdictional arrangements such as those established
by the Cape Y ork Land Use Strategy and the Murray—
Darling Basin Commission (see Commonwealth of
Australia 1992a:60). Similarly, the Commonwealth
will report annually to the Commission on
Sustainable Development on progressin anumber of
regionally relevant commitments set out within
Agenda 21.

Intergovernmental Agreement on the
Environment

On 1 May 1992, an Intergovernmental Agreement on
the Environment (IGAE) was signed by the
Commonwealth, six States, the Australia Capital
Territory, the Northern Territory and the Australian
Local Government Association (ALGA). The
agreement was negotiated at a series of Special
Premier’s Conferences during 1991 and 1992 and
represents an attempt by all levels of government to
establish standardised programs and machinery for
protecting environmental values, and for establishing
national strategiesto overcome some of the problems
in this area (Rigney 1993:71). It also put in place
intergovernmental machinery to help plan Australia’ s
environmental future, including enforceable national
environmental standards (Rigney 1993:71). The
parties to this agreement pledge a high degree of
mutual cooperation and consultation in planning for
the Australian environment, while respecting the
environmental planning processesof each participant.

While the IGAE does not specifically encourage or
refer to regional planning, it does, in general, commit
the parties to arange of broad ESD principles for
environmental decision-making. These include
application of the precautionary principle and
consideration of intergenerational equity. It also
pledges cooperation in nine functional areas, al set
out as separate schedules annexed to the agreement.
These include data collection and handling, resource
assessment and land use decision making,
environmental impact assessment, national
environmental protection measures, biological
diversity, world heritage and nature conservation (see
Commonwealth of Australia 1992a:114).

Rigney (1993:72) discusses e ements of schedule 4,
covering the establishment of aMinisterial Council to
be called the National Environmental Protection
Authority, to be implemented through Federa
legidation followed by complementary State
legidation. It was intended that the Authority would
have quite significant powers to establish measuresfor
the“ protection of the environment for the benefit of the
people of Australid’, including land, marine and air
environments. Once the authority had identified these

52

messures, it was intended that their implementation
would be legidated for by the Commonwealth and
States. A Working Group on Environmental Policy was
to prepare and submit draft legidation to implement the
agreements contained in Schedule 4. Given the
subsequent changesin the political composition of the
Federal and many State governments, however, thereis
arisk that the agreement may lapse, asitisapolitica
rather than alegal compact.

National Srategy for the Conservation of
Australia’ s Biological Diversity and Ocean
Rescue 2000

Asaresult of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
adraft National Strategy for the Conservation of
Australia s Biological Diversity was prepared by the
Australian and New Zealand Environment and
Conservation Council (ANZECC Taskforce on
Biological Diversity 1993). Thiswas donein
consultation with a number of key industry,
community and local government groups. The goal of
the strategy is to protect biological diversity and to
maintain ecological processes and systems. In
particular, it recommended action on managing
biological diversity onaregional basis, “using natural
boundaries to emphasise regional environmental
needs, promote community participation and to
encourageintergovernmental cooperation”. The draft
strategy stressed that high priority should be given to
promoting sympathetic management of diversity in
areas adjoining protected zones, linking regional
planning to local government activity, and increasing
the involvement of those in the community with
special knowledge and skillsin management
(DASETT 1992:18).

Thefinal strategy considered that environmental
characteristics are the principal determinant of
regional planning boundaries (Commonwealth of
Australia1996). As aresult, at the national level,
work isunder way to develop an Interim
Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia(IBRA).
This does not integrate economic and social
considerations. Nonetheless, Preece et al. (1995:21)
consider it akey input to the development of a
national framework. The Commonwealth is also
charged with producing a Marine and Coastal
Regionalisation of Australia by the year 2000 under
the Ocean Rescue 2000 program (Preece et al.
1995:22). Ocean Rescue 2000 is aten-year program
to protect the marine environment, including a
national marine conservation strategy, a state-of-the-
marine-environment report and the devel opment of a
national system of protected marine areas (RAC
1992d:38).



Chapter 4. Ingtitutional and Policy Arrangements for Regional Resource Use Planning

Draft National Srategy for Rangelands
Management

As concern about the ecological condition of
rangelands and their socio-economic viability has
been building for some timein Australia, a National
Rangelands Management Working Group was
established by the two Ministerial Councils with
responsibility for rangel ands management (ie. the
Australian and New Zealand Environment and
Conservation Council, and the Agriculture and
Resource Management Council of Australiaand New
Zedland). In 1996, the working group established a
draft National Strategy for Rangeland Management.
The strategy included a broad vision for the

sustai nable management of rangelands, numerous
broad goals and objectives and specific action
strategies. These objectives and strategies directly
and indirectly call for an integrated approach to
rangelands management at the regional scale
(ANZECC and ARMCANZ 1996).

Regional planning in world heritage areas

World Heritage areas established under the World
Heritage Properties Conservation Act 1983 provided
the impetus for some of the most significant statutory
regional resource use planning in Australia. Australia
has 12 World Heritage areas which vary in terms of
their cultural and natural values, and the way they are
planned and managed. Lane et al. (forthcoming)
detail the institutional basis for the nomination and
acceptance of Australia’ s World Heritage areas, and
assessthe nature of planning and management against
the principles of the World Heritage Convention. Of
the 12 Australian areas discussed, 10 are regionsin
their own right. Approaches to planning and
management of these areas are of regional
significance. World Heritage areas of direct or
indirect relevance to Australian rangelands include
the Willandra Lakes (NSW), Uluru and Kakadu
national parks (NT), Shark Bay (WA) and the Wet
Topics and Great Barrier Reef World Heritage areas
(seeMap 1).

AsLaneet al. (forthcoming:6) point out, the
administrative basis for planning and management of
World Heritage areas is extremely variable,
including: independent statutory authorities under
complementary State and Federal | egislation; existing
State-based national park agencies; or temporary
arrangements under existing State planning statutes.
Also, some are managed under joint management
regimeswith Aboriginal communities, the boundaries
of many have been set amid rancour; some
incorporate arange of land tenure types, and there is
considerable variability in the resources available for
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their management. Lane et al. (forthcoming:6-7)
summarise the model s of management used in World
Heritage (Table 5).

National Forest Policy Statement

Asaresult of political debate in the early 1990s over
the use of Australia’s native forest resources, arange
of high-level processesresulted in the devel opment of
ajoint Commonwealth/State/Territory position on
forest resource management. These processes
included the Ecologically Sustainable Working
Group on Forest Use, the National Plantations
Advisory Committee and the Resource Assessment
Commission’s Forest and Timber Inquiry. Impetus
for action also arose from the Commonwealth’s
National Conservation Strategy for Australiaand the
1986 National Forest Policy for Australia devel oped
by the Australian Forestry Council (see
Commonwealth of Australia 1992h).

TheNational Forest Policy Statement was adopted by
al States and Territories (except Tasmania) in 1992.
It outlined agreed objectives and policies, and
presented avision for the sustainable use and
management of Australia sforest resources. It aimed
to establish a management regime focused on the
ecologically sustainable development of arange of
uses and values, including tourism, recreation and the
production of wood and non-wood products. A
primary goal within the statement was the need for
integrated and coordinated decision-making and
management to reduce fragmentation and duplication
and to improveinteraction among forest management
agencies to achieve agreed and durable land use
decisions (Commonwealth of Australia 1992b).

Apart from reaffirming Commonwealth, State,
Territory and local government commitmentsto the
fundamentals of the IGAE, the Commonwealth
government agreed on the need for asingle
comprehensive regional assessment (CRA) process
whereby the States could inviteit to participate in the
undertaking of planning for forested areas of aregion
(See Subsection 5.5.2). CRAs were intended to
involve the collection and eva uation of information
on environmental and heritage aspects of forests, and
provide abasi s for the Commonwealth and the States
to reach an agreement relating to their obligationsfor
forestsintheregion, including National Estatevalues,
World Heritage values, Aborigina heritage values,
environmental impacts and obligations relating to
international conventions (Commonwealth of
Australia 1992b:24).
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Map 1. Regional resource use planning in Australia’s rangelands. Note that this map does not include planning undertaken by individual
agencies for the distribution of NHT funds, or for Comprehensive Regional Assessments.
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Table 5.

Models of planning and management in World Heritage regions.

Management model

Characteristics of relevance to regional resource use
planning

Direct Commonwealth Management Model
Kakadu National Park
Uluru National Park

Commonwealth centrally controls all planning and management activities
under the National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act 1975.

Joint management arrangements (including majority Aboriginal
management board) negotiated with traditional Aboriginal land owners.
Planning receives input from Interest Groups Advisory Committees with
community, conservation, user and scientific representatives.

Planning results in final Plan of Management for the National Parks.

Joint Management Authority Model
Wet Tropics
Great Barrier Reef

Separate statutory authorities established comprising representatives of
State and Commonwealth government via a Ministerial Council.
Statutory plans established under the relevant Acts and requiring
community participation.

Broad Strategic Plans have been negotiated with core stakeholders which
attempt to coordinate conservation and land management across three
levels of government and across resource managers.

Strategic plans must deal with multiple-use zoning arrangements and
multiple land and resource managers. They establish permit and
development assessment processes.

Community and scientific consultative committees operate.

The Non-legislative Administrative Agreement
Model

South West Tasmania

Shark Bay

Based on a non-legislative administrative agreement between the
Commonwealth and the State, establishing a Ministerial Council and a
cooperative assistance program (Tasmanian Wilderness).

Consultative committees assist management, but are advisory only.
Strong attempt at coordinative management (Tasmania).

Conservation agencies establish required management plans.
Four-stage public consultation process (Tasmania).

The State Planning Model
Lord Howe Island
Willandra Lakes

State land use planning legislation provides the basis for management
across a number of tenures and uses.

Management involves the preparation of regional environmental plans
under the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
Statutory planning instruments recognise World Heritage values but use
existing planning, enforcement and control arrangements.
Socio-economic assessment commissioned by the Commonwealth and
Community management committee/Scientific advisory committee formed
after the initial failure of planning attempts at Willandra Lakes.

Source: modified from Lane et al. (forthcoming).

In undertaking CRAS, anumber of core requirements
are spelt out in the National Forest Policy Statement.
State agencies are to coordinate assessments. The
resulting agreements are to cover guidelines for all
aspects of management, including establishing a
sustainable yield, the application and reporting of
codes of practice. and the protection of rare and
endangered species and National Estate values. The
regional agreements will also accredit the CRA
processes asabasisfor evaluating forest resource use
impacts (Commonweslth of Australia 1992b:25).
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Since the launch of the statement, most States have
released complementary policy statements
confirming the agreements reached within it. Asa
result of ongoing negotiations between the
Commonwealth and the States, there also have been
considerable refinementsin the proposed CRA
processes. These approaches have shifted to differing
degrees from technical assessment towards greater
integration of social, economic, environmental and
heritage considerations (see Commonwealth of
Australia 1995a).
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National Coastal Action Program

Chapter 1 noted how the RAC Coastal Zone Inquiry
(RAC 1993h:363) recommended the formation of a
National Coastal Action Program to implement its
recommendations on integrated resource planning
and management. The RAC commended the fact that
many local governmentsare now involved inregional
cooperation, noting that approximately 50 voluntary
regional organisations covering 40% of al councils
had been formed in the last decade. Some of these
organisations had been formed to deal specifically
with coastal issues. Asaresult, it considered that | ocal
and regional aspects of the National Coastal Action
Program could be coordinated through these
voluntary regional organisations of councils (RAC
1993h:135).

Other legidative powers, sectoral strategiesand
programs

Funding programs established under various pi eces of
Commonwealth financial assistance legidation
(possible under section 96 of the Constitution) have
been, or potentially can be, used to support regional
planning activities in cooperation with the States.
Opportunities for funding of regional resource use
planning activities exist, for example, under the Rural
Partnership Program and the new Natural Heritage
Trust.

Opportunities also exist, however, for the
Commonwealth to impose awide range of conditions
upon grants provided under legisation derived from
its section 92 powers. Examples could include grants
provided to the State under the National Water
Resources (Financial Assistance) Act 1978, the
Environment (Financial Assistance) Act 1977, and
the Soil Conservation (Financial Assistance) Act
1985 (seeRigney 1993:67). Thislast Act provided the
basis for the National Soil Conservation Program
Fund to fund projects throughout Australia. These
Actsprovide scopefor direct Commonwesal th support
for integrated regional resource use planning
(Alexandra 1996b).

Finally, thereare anumber of R& D organisationsthat
currently are supporting regional resource use
planning activities in various parts of Australia,
including rangeland environments. Under its
Rangelands Program, for example, LWRRDC is
currently funding three R& D experimentsin regional
resource use planning in Queensland, NSW and
Western Australia (see detailsin section 4.3).
Additionally, the Cooperative Research Centre
(CRC) for Tropical Savannasis currently developing
anumber of regional land sustainability case studies
in Queensland, Western Australia and the Northern
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Territory. The CRC projects will undertake case
studies with regional stakeholders to help them
determine where present land uses are not sustainable
and how land use might be changed to ensure
sustainability. It is envisaged that thiswill involve
stakehol ders determining value systemsin the region
and devel oping production functions relating these
values to intensity of use. Unsustainable land uses
will beidentified, and opportunities to reallocate
existing land uses will be negotiated with the help of
appropriate information technology (Hynes et al.
1996:12-13).

4.3 Regional Resource Use Planning
at the State Level

Thissection briefly reviews current Stateinstitutional
arrangements for regional resource use planning. It
builds a clearer picture of regional resource use
planning practice in Australia and provides insights
for the future application of such approachesin
rangelands. In addition, it illustrates that the vast
majority of such planning activities carried out in
Australia are driven by State rather than national
imperatives. Those regional resource use planning
activities that have been carried out within and
adjacent to Australian rangelands (see Map 1) are
accorded particular attention. Summary tables of the
regional planning activities for those States with
significant rangeland areas are given in Appendix 1.

4.3.1 Queensland

Since the early 1990s, regional planning has become
more prominent in Queensland. A significant factor
influencing this was controversy over competing
resource uses (particularly timber, mineral sands,
tourism and conservation) on Fraser Island. A
Commission of Inquiry into the Conservation,
Management and Future Use of Fraser Island and the
Great Sandy Region handed down its
recommendationsin 1991 (see CIMUFIGSR 1991).
They led to World Heritagelisting of theareain 1992,
and the subsequent development of the Great Sandy
Region Management Plan in 1994 (see Fraser Island
Implementation Unit 1994).

Many of the recommendations of the Fraser Island
inquiry dealt with broader aspects of the State’sland
use planning system, and they strongly supported the
State government taking a much more direct rolein
facilitating regional approaches to planning (see
subsection 1.2.3).

Asadirect result, but without legislative change,
there have been moves towards State-sponsored
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planning processes which establish Regional
Frameworksfor Growth Management (RFGMs). The
SEQ 2001, FNQ 2010, WHAM 2015, Wide Bay 2020
and CQ New Millennium processes have
concentrated on managing growth in regions where
population isrising rapidly (McDonald 1993:40).
These projects are sponsored the Queensland
Department of Local Government and Planning.
McDonald (1993:40) suggests that these processes
have produced “ considerable” community benefits
dueto the high degree of public participationin them.
Significant administrative difficulties remain,
however, particularly in the relationship between
State and local government.

A Department of Local Government and Planning-
sponsored regional planning exercise in the Gulf of
Carpentaria has also commenced. Following
significant conflict between mining development and
Aboriginal communitiesin Queensland’ s north west,
however, the State government has al so announced
that it will support aregional social impact
assessment and multiple use strategic plan (marine)
processinthe Gulf. Aboriginal groups hopethat these
activities may establish a basis for an agreement to
resolve land and natural resource use management
issues in the region (Johnson et al. 1998)

To give legidative backing to the Department of
Local Government and Planning led processes, the
new Integrated Planning Act 1997 now provides for
statutory regional planning. Theintention of the
legislation isto make such regional planning highly
participatory, and to involve State, local government,
industry and community sector representativesin
Regional Planning Advisory Groups (RPAGS)
established to run the processes.

Various other VROCs are also taking steps to
establish their own regional planning processes, in
some cases without the significant resource provided
by the State. The Eastern Downs ROC and the Central
Western Queensland ROC are examples. To date,
such activities have had to rely on ad hoc funding for
particular projects, and have focused on the local
government sector and economic i Ssues.

A regional planning approach of great relevanceto
rangeland management evolved in south-western
Queensland during 1993 in response to significant
economic hardship being faced by landholdersin the
Mulgalands. The South West Strategy was sponsored
by the Department of Primary Industries, and other
State and Commonwealth departments. It established
an integrated strategy that resulted in substantial
funding being allocated and “reassigned” to the
region to meet the economic, socia and

57

environmental demands of essentia property
amalgamations in the region.

Asthe Integrated Planning Act 1997 focusesits
attention on urban aspects of the land use planning
system, it is hoped that the proposed Natural
Resources Management Bill, to be introduced into
Parliament in the future, will further strengthen the
statutory basis for regional resource use planning
activities such as those undertaken in the south-west.
In particular, the Bill, if enacted, may facilitate
improved regional policy development and provide a
statutory base for natural resource management plans
and agreements, some of which may have aregional
basis (see QDPI 1994).

Because of the national significance of Cape Y ork
Peninsula, the Cape Y ork Peninsula Land Use
Strategy (CYPLUS) evolved in the early 1990s as a
joint Commonwealth—State regional land use
planning activity. CYPLUS is described in detail in
subsection 5.4.1, where it is noted that the failure of
CYPLUStofully accept the value of empowering key
regional stakeholders resulted in those stakeholders
coming together to negotiate their own form of
regional agreement (see Cape Y ork Land Council
1996).

Asabasisfor bioregional planning in Queensland, the
Department of Environment and Heritage hasdivided
the Stateinto 13 bioregions (see Lambert et al. 1996).
The Queensland Government is also establishing
clearer ingtitutional arrangements for dealing with
tree-clearing regulation on leasehold land. These
arrangements have obvious implications for regional
resource use planning in rangelands. Some 38 local
working groups have been established across the
State to develop local guidelines with strong
community input. These guidelines were open for
public comment, reviewed and endorsed by the
regional directors and CEOs of departments with an
interest in natural resource management (see
Queensland Government 1995).

State agency regional managersforums have evolved
in Queensland as another institutional basis for
regional approaches to coordination, and they have
tended to strongly support regional planning
approaches. Forum structures, for example, have been
directly linked to activitiessuch as CY PLUS, Eastern
Downs Regional Organisation of Councils and other
regional planning processes. Where no regional
planning activities exist, the forums often provide the
only framework for integrated and coordinated State
decisions at the regional level. It is hoped that forum
activities will increasingly be linked to VROC and
local government activity in the future. A 1994
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review of the nature and role of regional managers
forums concluded that they should to be supported to
achieve regional coordination and cooperation (see
Queensland Office of Rural Communities 1994).

Consistent with the former Federal Labor
government’s RDP, the Queensland Government
itself established a Regional Economic Development
sub-program (QDBIRD 1994). The aim of the
program was to assist regions (particularly through
REDOs) to maximise business and industry
development. The program worked on the basis that
Queensland is made up of a cluster of integrated
regional economies. It provided fundsto communities
to implement regional economic development
strategies and regional coordination of government
economic activity. The Queensland Department of
State Devel opment continuesto implement aspects of
this sub-program.

Quite separate from this sub-program, there have
been anumber of attempts at regional level planning
for infrastructure development. These have often
been undertaken on ajoint government/ industry
basis, have been non-participatory and are frequently
based on a presumed vision of maximised economic
and resource devel opment. They havelargely focused
on the development of synergies between and
infrastructure coordination for major resource
developmentsin theregion in question (see Cowell’s
[1996:60] analysis of the Carpentaria— Mt Isa
Minerals Province Study).

Landcare groups and integrated catchment
management activities are also supported to take (ad
hoc) regional approaches to planning through the
Queensand Department of Natural Resources and
other State and Commonwealth programs. The
Queensland Department of Natural Resources, for
example, provides funding for regional facilitators to
assist group development and planning (Queendand
Department of Primary Industries 1993a:134).

Jones and Thornthwaite (1994:18-35) detail a
number of “experiments’ in regional social
infrastructure planning in Queensland. They find that
these were built on avariety of institutional bases.
Those approaches that have focused on regional
social infrastructure planning have included the
Human Services|ntegration Project inthe Caboolture
region, the Mackay Regional Council for Social
Development and the Central Highlands
Rationalisation Exercise. Both the Human Services
Integration and the Central Highlands projects were
|ocal-government-driven attempts to coordinate and
rationalise human service delivery acrossthreelevels
of government and community-sector human service
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delivery agencies. The Mackay Regiona Council was
acommunity and local-government-driven attempt to
revisit the AAP s Regional Council for Social
Development concept. It was funded by a number of
agencies asapilot in regiona social development.

4.3.2 South Australia

Significant land use conflictsin therural—urban fringe
contributed to the establishment of anumber regional
planning initiativesunder the State L abor government
in the early 1990s. The Barossa Valley Review was
that first of these, arising from widespread public
concern about urban encroachment on the wine-
producing, heritage and cultural values of the region.
The initiative for and organisation of the process
came primarily from five neighbouring local
government authorities. The review prompted a
genuine attempt to design devel opment control
mechanisms to meet the specific needs of rural land
use systems in the region (Housten, cited in
McDonald 1992:257).

Housten (cited in McDonald 1992:258) contrasts the
Barossa Review with the State-sponsored Mt Lofty
Ranges Review, which again sought to resolve land
use conflict arising from urban expansion into an area
of high viticultural and conservation significance.
The region was also part of the greater Adelaide
catchment. Although the review commenced in 1986,
Housten considersthat political debate over thelikely
adverse reaction of particular sectors of the
community to any curtailment of perceived
development rights delayed the process and limited
the possible outcomes.

In relation to water resource planning, the State
government has recently begun awide variety of
water reform initiatives with regional planning
implications, ranging from Murray—Darling 2001 to
privatising the water and wastewater infrastructure
(Scanlon 1996:5). A State Water Plan detailed in two
documents, Providing for the Future and Sustainable
Management, sets out strategic directions for surface
and groundwater management (Scanlon 1996:6). In
terms of regional environmental planning, the South
Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service has
prepared plans of management for regional protected
areas and multiple use regional reserves (eg. the
Innamincka Regional Reserve) under the National
Parks and Wildlife Act 1972.

To support technical aspects of these sorts of
activities in South Australia, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development recently
established an Information and DataAnalysisBranch.
The branch seeks to apply best-practice digital and
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spatial technology to planning, and acts as a service
provider to other agencies involved in regional
planning (eg. the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, the Economic Development
Authority and local government).

Asin other States, South Australia also has arange of
programs and processes that indirectly support
regional planning. These include economic planning
programs (eg. supporting regional development
boards), catchment management programs
(supporting catchment management groups), and
coastal management planning activities (sometimes
resulting in coastal management plans). The State’s
ongoing biological survey provides asound basisfor
bioregional planning (Lambert et al. 1996:27). A
Health and Social Welfare Councils Program (for
independent community organisations) was also
established on a pilot basisin 1988 to undertake
regionally-based human services planning and
promotion. The success of the program led to its
extension in 1991 (Jones and Thornthwaite 1994:93).

4.3.3 Western Australia

The history of land use planning in Western Australia
(WA) isrich in regional approaches, although it has
been only in thelast decade that emphasis has shifted
from atraditional focus on economic and
infrastructure development. Western Australian
regional planning evolved from the Perth region
under the Metropolitan Town Planning Commission
Act 1927. The subsequent Metropolitan Region Town
Planning Scheme Act 1959 established a planning
authority with regional planning powers (MacRae
and Brown 1992:205). MacRae and Brown
(1992:205) consider that outside Perth, however,
“regional land use planning had aless explicit
legidative basis’, even though there have been
significant reviews (including 1951, 1977 and 1984)
of the planning system which have supported the need
for regional approaches. While the government’s
strong commitment to decentralisation hasresulted in
many studies and strategies with broad economic
development objectives, only afew of these have
resulted in the development of some form of regional
plan or framework (MacRae and Brown 1992:206).

Despite significant environmental and land
degradation problemsin WA inthemidto late 1980s,
the State’ s Department of Agriculture or Department
of Conservation and Land Management (CALM)
sponsored few activitiesin integrated catchment
management and regional resource use planning.
Over the same period, the Department of Planning
and Urban Development and its predecessor had
produced a number of regional plans which included
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measures for both conservation and development.
However, at that time that department’ s activities
wererestricted to privately owned land, while CALM
was responsible for Crown land (McDonald
1992:261).

MacRae and Brown (1992:210) consider that the
philosophy of regional planningin WA shifted at that
time, asthe new Labor government’ spolicy placed“a
new emphasis on the need for State-wide urban and
regional planning strategies based on a community
approach to achieving local and regional objectives’.
In practice, however, regional economic development
was an important thrust in government thinking, and
regional planning activity was* seen as the precursor
and symbol of Government involvement in this
process’ (Hedgcock and Yiftachel 1992:9). While
thisimproved the status of this “previously
neglected” component of planning activity, the focus
was “tightly circumscribed by the development
agenda’. In the view of Hedgcock and Y iftachel
(1992:9), regional planning and regional
development became difficult to separate.

The policy resulted in the passing of the Sate
Planning Commission Act 1985 which, for the first
time, provided a statutory basisfor regional planning
in country areas (MacRae and Brown 1992:2013). It
also resulted in, and continues to drive, a series of
regional plans sponsored by the State. As aresult of
greater publicinterest in environmental issues, for the
first timein WA's history, these plans began, in the
mid to late 1980s, to include environmental
considerations. Indeed, some were instigated for
environmental reasons (MacRae and Brown
1992:213).

Despite these improvements, responsibilities for
environmental protection, natural resource
management and land use planning remained
dispersed across anumber of disparate agencies. Asa
result of some of the problems this created,
McDonald (1992:261) reports that geographer Bruce
Mitchell was brought to Western Australiain early
1991 to help find a means of improving inter-agency
coordination and integration within resource use
planning. McDonald (1992:261) suggests that this
later contributed to thefindingsof aninquiry into land
degradation by a Select Committee of the Western
Australian Parliament in the early 1990s.

Recent amendmentsto planning legislation (Planning
Legislation Amendment Act [ No. 2] 1994) have since
provided statutory regional planning schemesin non-
metropolitan areas to be prepared “whereit isin the
State' sinterest to do so” (WAPC 1995:34). Regional
boundaries areflexible, and include REDOs, VROCs
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and regional devel opment commission boundaries as
well as political, statistical, service delivery and
catchment boundaries.

A separate processthat has had aspecifically regional
impact on planning in WA was the Kimberley
Pastoral Industry Inquiry, sponsored by the
Department of Regional Development in 1985 (see
MacRae and Brown 1992:214). Theinquiry identified
aneed for regiona land use planning to deal with
conflict between pastoralism, tourism, Aboriginal
interestsand conservationinthat region. Thisresulted
in ajoint planning exercise by the Department of
Regiona Development and the WA Department of
Planning and Urban Development (1990a; 1990b).

The East Kimberley Impact Assessment Project was
aunigue regional planning activity that followed the
Pastoral Industry Inquiry. It evolved because of
increasing resource development pressuresin an
Aboriginal domain, declinesin non-Aboriginal
pastoralism and increases in Aborigina land
ownership. The project was ajoint activity of the
Centrefor Resource and Environmental Studiesat the
Australian National University, the Australian
Institute of Aboriginal Studies, the Anthropology
Department of the University of Western Australia
and the Australian Academy of Social Sciences. The
project entailed along-term demographic and
ethnographic study of the Aborigina population of
the East Kimberley, and aimed to develop an
methodol ogical approach appropriateto social impact
assessment within a multidisciplinary framework. It
was conducted largely in association with Aborigina
communitiesin the region, and the intention was to
“establish aframework to allow the dissemination of
research resultsto Aboriginal communities so asto
enable them to develop their own strategies for
dealing with social impact issues’. It resulted in a
range of multidisciplinary research studies, that
would, it was hoped, empower Aboriginal
communities in the region to negotiate better
outcomes over arange of regionally significant issues
(Williams and Kirkby 1989).

The Department of Conservation and Land
Management (CALM) is currently responsible for
routinely preparing regional management plans on
behalf of the Land and Forest Commission and the
National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority.
The latter two bodies must submit their draft plansto
the Minister for Conservation and Land Management
for final approval. Thefirst round of regional plans
covering each of CALM’s 11 administrative regions
was prepared during the late 1980s. These plans
incorporated land and water in administrative regions
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controlled by the Conservation and Land
Management Act 1984 (the Kimberley, Pilbara,
Gascoyne, Goldfields, Greenough, Whesatbelt, South
Coast, Southern Forest, Central Forest, Northern
Forest and Metropolitan regions), and wildlife
responsibilities under the Wildlife Conservation Act.

MacRae and Brown (1992:214) also consider that the
State Conservation Strategy adopted in 1987 was
reinforced by the adoption of integrated catchment
management, and that this resulted in the
development of regional rural strategies (eg. the
Albury Region Rural Strategy in 1991) asforerunners
of comprehensive regional plans. The Office of
Catchment Management, formed subsequently, was
given abrief to coordinate government activity in
catchments throughout the State, and has since
established a catchment management approach in a
number of watersheds (see Synnott 1992:258).
Synnott (1992:258) points out that this approach
includes both riverine and groundwater catchments.

Since early 1995 there has been a high degree of
collaboration between government departments and
the community sector within the South Coast region
in moves towards sustainable regional development.
The aim of these activitiesis to develop a better
understanding of sustainable management of the
region. They were initiated by the Department of
Agriculture, and began with a period of consultation
to measure community Landcare and environmental
concerns. Thisinvolved substantial input from
government agencies such as CALM, the Water and
Rivers Commission, the Department of
Environmental Protection, local shires and the Great
Southern Development Commission. This process
resulted in a series of six “Land and Water Care
Strategies’. As part of the initiative a series of
projects has been devel oped to address the major
issues identified. These include strategic planning,
catchment planning, property management planning
and assistance for completing critical projects (see
AGRIA 1996:3).

Finally, as has been proposed in Queensland, various
bodies (including LWRRDC, the Arid Lands
Coalition, rangelands industries, State agencies and
the Goldfields—Esperance Devel opment
Commission) havejoined forcesto establish aproject
to explore effective planning procedures for
ecologically sustainable development in two
rangelandsregionsin WA. WA Agriculture leads the
project, and has appointed aproject |eader and project
management team. A Consultative Research Teamis
responsible for technical direction of the project. A
Board of Management made up of the chief
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executives of cooperating agencies and the
chairperson of the relevant REDO overseesthe
project. The project aims to contribute to regional
land use planning by involving the wider community,
identifying possible land use all ocations which meet
ESD objectives, determining the ecological, social
and economic benefits of proposed land use changes
and encouraging implementation (ECRDO 1996:3).

Other programs and processes that indirectly support
regional planning include economic planning
programs implemented through regional

devel opment commissions (Woodhill and Dore 1997)
and catchment management programs. In addition, a
memorandum of understanding recently signed by the
State and Federal governments and the WA
Municipal Association will see new injections of
fundinginto regional coastal planning activitiesinthe
near future.

4.3.4 TheNorthern Territory

While land use planning mostly is administered by
local government in the States, in the NT, al non-
metropolitan strategic planning is carried out by the
NT Department of Lands and Housing (NTDLH).
This has included the preparation of long-term
regional plans such asthe Darwin Regional Land Use
Structure Plan (NTDLH 1990a), the Litchfield Land
Use Structure Plan (NTDLH 1990b) and the Gulf
Region Land Use and Development Study (NTDLH
1991). The department is usually responsible for the
development of regional plans, even though, under
the NT Planning Act 1979, the NT Planning Authority
is authorised to do so at the direction of the Minister.
The department does this under section 66A of the
Act which givesthe Minister the right to “publish the
planning and devel opment objectives of the
Territory” (Dawson 1992:270). Dawson (1979)
considers there are few avenues for public
participation under this Act.

The Gulf Region Land Use and Development Study
was based partly on the Holmes Report (The Pastoral
Lands of the NT Gulf District Resource Appraisal),
which focused on the economic viability of pastoral
leases in the region (Holmes 1986). Holmes (1986)
assessed land marginality against a program of land
classification, evaluation of pastoral capabilities and
the determination of costs and returns under various
pastoral regimes. He used thisinformation to assess
the economic viability of properties under various
assumptions, including criteriafor viability, quality
of management and degree of dependence on a
controlled herd. Holmes (1990) seeksto apply these
factors in determining alternative land use scenarios
in marginal rangeland environments.
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Asin the States, there are arange of other planning
processes and programs that impinge on regional
planning. These include World Heritage Area
Planning (Kakadu and Uluru), Regional Economic
Devel opment Committee-driven processes,
catchment management processes and regional
groundwater, protected area, and coastal management
planning.

4.3.5 New South Wales

In 1995, the NSW Department of Urban Affairs and
Planning recently released a Statement on Regional
Development (NSWDUAP 1995:3). The department
has said that it is“ seeking to facilitate collaborative
approaches to guiding regional growth [which]
involvesworking closely with councils and other key
stakeholders to develop a strategic focus” (NSWDP
1995:2). This statement evolved as NSW's
population has increasingly regionalised in the last
two decades. During that time various planning
policieshave been used to negotiateregional changes.
The primary tools used have been regional
environmental plans and regional (land use)
strategies. Regional environmental plans establish
statutory principles for land use and formal contrals,
whereas regional strategies are lessformal and are
used for cooperative approaches (NSWDP 1995:15).

The NSWDUAP (1995:19) states that in conjunction
with regional environmental plans and regional
strategies, it promotes“ coordination and consultation
between key decision-makers’. Common
participatory mechanisms include joint planning
initiatives, consultative committees and inter/intra:
governmental committees. Under the NSW
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979,
the department has initiated a number of State
environmental planning policies to guide regional
resource management (NSWDP 1995:21). State
environmental planning policies and regional
environmental plans operate in addition to local
environment plans and show how national, State and
regional planning might be integrated (McDonald
1993:39).

Bioregional planning in NSW is supported by the
NSW Environment Protection Authority, which
provides guidelines for state-of-the-environment
reporting by local government (Lambert et al.
1996:26). The Natural Resources Audit Council’s
North East NSW study also provides aforerunner to
bioregional approachesin that part of the State. The
study has now become part of the Resources and
Conservation Assessment Committee program, and
will provide the types of information on which future
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bioregional planning can be based Lambert et al.
1996:26).

Asin other States, funding for National Heritage Trust-
inspired regional strategies (and associated action plans)
has been passed through total catchment management
committees; mostly community-based organisations
with paid facilitators and cross-sectoral representation
on their committees. Arrangements for catchment
management have recently been reviewed by the State,
and arange of reformsislikely to be announced in the
near future (Nick Abel, pers. comm. 11/3/97).

There are various other planning processes and
programs of relevance to regional planning in NSW.
These include World Heritage area planning, REDO
and VROC-driven activities, catchment management
processes, and protected area and coastal
management planning. The Department of Land and
Water Conservation is sponsoring two stakehol der-
driven regional planning processes. NSW also hasa
Department of State and Regional Development with
programmatic responsibility for promoting regional
economic growth, usually through regional
development boards (Woodhill and Dore 1997). The
Premier’ s Department is currently piloting aregional
coordination project. The functions of the NSW
Roads and Traffic Authority and the Western Lands
Commission also significantly affect regional land
use. Finaly, the State’ s Area Assistance Scheme
supportsregional approachesto addressinequality in
human services (Jones and Thornthwaite 1994:84).

Asin Queendand and Western Australia, LWRRDC
has recently funded, through CSIRO’ s Division of
Wildlife Ecology (in association with the NSW
Western Division of Land and Water Conservation),
implementation of a project that will develop a
knowledge system to support regional land use
planning, development and conservation initiatives.
Thisproject will build upon “search conferencing” on
equitable and sustainable resource use previously
facilitated by NSW CALM (see NSWCALM 1993).
The project aims to determine factors that influence
land use patterns, devel oping tools and methods
suited to information: dissemination, planning and
implementation; integrating the knowledge system
with existing decision and policymaking processes;
estimating thefinancial, economic and environmental
benefits and costs of current and potential future land
uses, comparing benefits and costs of land use
scenarios from the perspectives of stakeholders;
estimating trends and seeking solutions to conflicts;
and influencing knowledge and institution building in
relation to sustainable land use (Nick Abel, pers.
comm. 11/3/97).
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436 Victoria

In August 1993 the Victorian Minister for Planning
released a statement on “ Planning a Better Future for
Victorians.—New Directions for Development and
Economic Growth”. Init, he contends that “a new
planning framework will establish the context for
major government commitments and investments at
thelocal, regional and State levels’. This framework
was intended to “give all Victorians, particularly the
business community, a clear picture of how the State
will develop” (Henshall Hansen and Associates
1994). It wasto befocused on economic devel opment
and included a Capital City Policy, anew Melbourne
Metropolitan Strategy, and a Devel opment
Framework for Victoria. The Department of Planning
and Development initiated the process developing
this statement by commissioning arange of issues-
based consultancies and releasing them for public
comment.

Core recommendations from one of the first of these
consultancies included the establishment of regional
devel opment agencies (councils or other regional
bodies) to play arolein proposing projects that
required State and Commonweslth funding. The
Victorian development framework would then be
used to set priorities for implementation of projects
and to allocate resources. Secondly, Henshall Hansen
and Associates (1994:iv) suggested that strategic
planning was needed at the State and regional level to
encourage the development of regional strategies
with an emphasis on actions for economic
development.

Before the Ministerial statement, regional planning
was already expanding. In October 1993, the Minister
for Regiona Development announced adevel opment
program to promote business and investment in
regional Victoria. Strategiesintegrating economic
devel opment, sustai nabl e resource management, rural
adjustment and micro-economic reform were also
being devel oped.

Once an issues paper was released in September
1994, aseriesof regional consultationswas held with
six (business, government agencies, local
government and tertiary-sector dominated) regional
consultation groups appointed by the Minister for
Planning. These groups formally reported back in
March 1995, their comments being used to establish
the final development framework, and providing the
basis for the development of regional strategies.
While the groups were broadly supportive of the
development framework, they placed a strong
emphasis on the need for partnership and sustainable
approaches to regional development. They also
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preferred the use of flexible regional structures or
networks and improved intergovernmental
coordination rather than the establishment of a new
tier of government (Regional Consultation Groups
1995:17).

Initsdraft formin late 1995, the State planning
framework envisaged a comprehensive overhaul of
institutional arrangements for regional planning in
Victoria. Key features proposed included:

* integrated strategic planning and development at
the regional level, focusing on natural resource
management of catchments, regional economic
and infrastructure devel opment, quality-of-life
issues and sustainable environmental and
economic use of natural resources,

» anew Catchment and Land Protection Act to
establish aframework for integrated management
and protection of regional catchments,
establishing a Catchment and Land Protection
Council and encouraging the preparation of
regional catchment strategies by regional
catchment and land protection boards. These
strategies would be gazetted, and public
authorities would have to take heed of them. The
boards would also have the power to recommend
amendmentsto planning schemesto give effect to
their strategies,

» anew Coastal Management Act to make provision
for aVictorian Coastal and Bay Management
Council and regional coastal boards. Theseboards
would produce regional coastal management
strategies;

¢ linking land use planning and resource
management functions between the statutory
planning system under the Planning and
Environment Act, the Catchment and Land
Protection Act and the Coastal Management Act,
particularly through new regional groupings
based on these structures, REDOs and other social
and economic structures and the devel opment of
regional strategies (Victorian Department of
Planning and Development 1995:A2-6).

Already, there have been positive reports of some of
these existing and proposed reforms in the academic
literature. Landcare, for example, beganin Victoriain
1986, and is now widely embraced throughout the
rural community and State government, and is
considered by the State as the “major focus for
achieving sustainableland management” (Curtiset al.
1995:415-6). Curtis et al. (1995:415), consider that,
before 1992, landcare groups had not participated
significantly in the devel opment of policy and plans.
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However, in late 1992—early 1993, community and
government representatives participated in the
Regional Landcare Action Plan process, contributing
to the development of nine regional landcare plans.
These plansformed the basisof Victoria sresponseto
the Commonwealth Landcare initiative and strongly
influenced the af orementioned reform processes
(Curtiset al 1995:416). Development of the Regional
Landcare Action Plan was an important attempt to
incorporate community participation in resource
planning in Victoria at aregional level.

While the State planning framework has not yet been
completed, various regional strategies have been or
are being developed in the Ballarat, Bendigo and
Greater Geelong regions. The Department of
Agriculture also convenes an interdepartmental
committee overseeing sustainable devel opment of
rural areas, and worked with the Commonwealth
government on two demonstration projectsin
Sunraysia and the Goulburn Valley originally funded
under the national RDP. Reform has also been
undertaken in local government administration and
water supply (Victorian Department of Planning and
Development 1994:4-5). A rural partnership program
isin place to encourage regional approachesto rural
devel opment in the context of economic restructure of
rural activity (Department of Planning and
Development 1995:A2-6). The Department if
Business and Employment (Business Victoria) also
supports many community-driven regional
organisations (Woodhill and Dore 1997).

In relation to public land, the Victoria Department of
Planning and Devel opment and the Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation originally
divided the State into 16 regions for planning and
management (Lambert et al. 1996:41). The Land
Conservation Council established under the Land
Conservation Act 1980 held responsibility for making
recommendations to the Minister for Planning and
Development for the strategic use of these lands.
Lambert et al. (1996:41) outline the Mallee Region
Review as an example of regional resource use
planning under these arrangements.

Victoriaalso has along tradition in regional socia
planning. Asfar back as 1977, regional consultative
councils were established to drive delivery of the
State’ s Family and Community Services Program.
These councils brought together a range of
individuals and agencies to provide advice to the
Minister on regional needs, to assist regional social
planning and to develop cooperative approachesto
human service delivery (see Jones and Thornthwaite
1994:93). Regional approaches to human service
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planning have continued under various arrangements
since then.

4.3.7 Tasmania

Tasmania does not have a strong history of support
for integrated resource planning and management.
The 1989 election of aminority Labor government
with support from the Green parties raised hopes for
achangein environmental management and planning,
though this partnership later dissolved. Since then,
however, there has been substantial revision of
legidlation addressing land conservation, coastal
management, environmental protection and land use
planning (see Graham 1992:262). The resulting
resource management and planning system in
Tasmaniahasbeenintroduced over the past fiveyears
with a number of Acts espousing sustainable
development objectives. The system isintended to
provide an integrated policy, statutory and
administrative framework for sustainable
development, and it pursuesa“whole of government,
industry and community” approach to the use,

devel opment, conservation and protection of land and
water (see Budge and Associates 1996).

The system promotes strategic planning at the State,
regional and local levels, but it does not have strong
statutory regional planning instruments. In a recent
review undertaken to determine the appropriate
instruments required to operate the new system,
Budge and Associates (1996) found that thereis, with
onhe exception, no regional strategic planning, no
regional government structure and no explicit
statutory support for either. The exception isthe
Urban Management Program Group’ s September
1995 endorsement of the need for aregional strategy
for Hobart. The group was established around 1992
under the Commonwealth/State Better Cities
Agreement, and is currently being facilitated by the
State Planning Division in cooperation with other
State agencies and local government (Tasmanian
Planning Division 1996).

In relation to regional planning of public lands, the
State government established the Public Land Use
Commission “as an independent body with the task of
inquiring into and making recommendations on the
useof publicland” (Lambert et al. 1996:27). Lambert
et al. (1996:27) consider that the model is based on
the Victoria Land Conservation Council, and that it
will develop a set of reserve land classifications
designed to ensure a comprehensive, adequate and
representative reserve system.

Thereis no formalised framework for supporting
regional economic development in Tasmania, but

Woodhill and Dore (1997) identify a series of
specifically funded initiatives that are provided to a
diversity of regional and local bodies such as
development boards and local government enterprise
centres.

4.4 Regional Resource Use Planning
in Local Government

Asmentioned in chapter 1, there has been increasing
recognition of the need for integrated approachesto
regional resource planning in local government. This
interest has been institutionalised as aresult of a
major project being undertaken by the Australian
Local Government Association (ALGA). The project
is piloting the establishment of a process for
developing nine pilot regional environmental
strategies (RES) to be administered by VROCs (see
Thorman 1995a).

ALGA has aready prepared guidelines for the
development of RESs. These have been devel oped as
part of aproject funded by the former Department of
Housing and Regional Development (DHARD) to
provideadirect link with the Regional Environmental
Employment Program (REEP), a component of the
“New Work” labour market program (Thorman
1995a). They were also intended, however, to
develop comprehensive regional environmental
strategies that are not linked only to job creation (see
Thorman 1995b). Additional funding is now being
provided by Environment Australia’ s State of the
Environment Unit for the development of
environmental indicators that are directly relevant to
management on the ground. As much as possible, the
strategies are linked to other projects such asthe
DPIE Farm Forestry Program (ALGA 1996)

RESs set out avision for the future of aregion and
provide a clear set of objectives and key actionsto
achieve this. They areintended to serve asaguide to
al managers and interested parties in determining
appropriate action, and should provide a basis for
improved coordination. RESs are intended to operate
on along-term, values-based, cooperative approach.
Ongoing evaluation is seen to be central to the
effectiveness of strategy implementation. Thorman
(1995a) recommends that each RES formally

includes amanagement strategy, an action plan and a
monitoring and evaluation framework, as well as
supporting material and a community poster or
broadsheet.

Seven of the nineinitial RES projects received
funding, including: the South West (WA) Local
Government Association; the Southern ROC (South



Chapter 4. Ingtitutional and Policy Arrangements for Regional Resource Use Planning

Australia; SA); the Northern Economic Wedge
(Victoria); the lllawarra ROC; the Northern Rivers
ROC,; the Eastern Downs ROC; the Far North
Queensland ROC; and the Green Web (Sydney).
Other projects similar to RESs are also being funded
by Environment Australia, though these are being
administered by VROCs and other regional planning
structures such as REDOs, regional development
boards and land councils.

ALGA isalsoworking with Greening Australiaon“a
project to enhance the capacity of regional
organisations to integrate natural resource
management and regional economic development”
(ALGA 1996:2). ALGA hopes that this work will
follow on from RES processes. Greening Australia
undertook a series of workshops during 1997 to
assess the relationship between various regional
approaches (including catchment management),
VROCs and REDOs (ALGA 1996:2).

4.5 Institutional Arrangementsin

the Community and Industry
Sectors

A number of regionally-based institutional
arrangements in the community and industry sectors
are a'so supportive of regional resource use planning
activities, although they vary widely among the
groups involved in these sectors. Stewart (1996:51),
for example, discusses the recent formation and
regional structure of the North Australia Beef
Research Council. The council was established
following a meeting of producers, researchers and
funding bodies interested in ensuring that research
meets industry needs.
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Seven regional committees across Queensland, the
Northern Territory and Western Australia have
representation on the council. The council takes a
broad view of R&D and Stewart (1996:52) considers
that, through its regional structures, it will enhance
technology transfer through existing extension
mechanisms. The council recently finalised a
strategic plan which is backed by individual regional
plansfor R&D (see NABRC 1994).

The conservation and human service sectors
generally have organisational structuresthat deal with
environmental and social issues at the regional level.
Similarly, community-based Aborigina interestsin
land and natural resource management are either
directly dealt with by representative bodies
established under the Native Title Act or by
regionally-based Aboriginal land and natural
resource management agencies (eg. see KALNRMO
1994).



S.

An Assessment of Regional

Resour ce Use Planning in

Australia

In chapter 4 we explored the institutional
arrangements for regional resource use planning in
Australia and three other industrialised countries. In
this chapter, we analyse these arrangements against
the elements and principles of regional resource use
planning established in chapter 3. In doing so, we
draw on the relevant Australian and international
literature and planning documents. We also examine
three case studiesin detail: the Cape Y ork Peninsula
Land Use Strategy (CY PLUS); the comprehensive
regional assessment (CRA) being applied in forest
planning in south-eastern Queend and; and the
planning activities of the Murray—Darling Basin
Commission.

The case studies are not intended to provide afully
representative sample of regional resource use
planning activities. They were selected because they
represent some of the most substantial regional
resource use planning activities—past and present—
in Australia. They include components covering the
range of regional planning elements and principles
established in chapter 3. They continue to operate,
making them significant in the contemporary debate
about best practice. They cover arange of resource
use planning typologies, including one based on a
unigue biogeographic/ cultural region, one based on
sectoral considerations (ie. forestry resources), and
another based on macro-catchment boundaries. All
three deal with resource management issues of
national importance. Finally, asthisreview isnot a
primary research exercise, it wasimportant to choose
case studies which have already been subject to
substantial academic and policy debate.

In our analysis, we find that there are major
deficiencies in the current practice of, and
government commitment to, regional approachesto
regional resource use planning across Australia. Most
approaches have been highly centralised, at best
applying participative models designed to coopt
stakeholders rather than to establish genuine
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frameworks for negotiation of resource management
issues. Where stakeholders are involved, their
involvement tends to be under-resourced. Asthe
CYPLUS example demonstrates, even in situations
where participant funding has been applied to
stakeholder group involvement, significant
administrative tensions can arise between the central
government agencies facilitating regional planning
and stakeholder groups on the ground.

Regional resource use planning approaches have also
tended to be highly technocratic, with a strong focus
on the collection rather than the analysis of data.
Stakeholders rarely have an input into prioritising
those data requirements which would most
effectively support negotiation processes. GIS has
tended to be used purely asatechnical tool for spatial
analysis, rather than to inform the negotiation
process. Existing I T opportunities have been under-
used, despite their potential to support resource
management negotiations. There generally has been
poor integration between the social, economic and
environmental components of planning, with most
regional processes being focused on only one of these
themes; and often working at cross purposes with the
others. More effective techniques for environmental
and economic assessment are rapidly evolving,
though there has been alimited uptake of these
technologies and methods in practice. Most
importantly, however, there are considerable lagsin
the devel opment of effective techniques for social
assessment at the regional level.

Even where stakeholders are involved in regional
negotiations, resources allocated to ensuring that
thereis effective and equitable participation of
constituents within stakeholder groups are generally
limited. In some cases this has led to new inequities
being imposed upon marginalised or disadvantaged
groups in the community. The same limitations exist
in attempts to engage the general public beyond the
defined role of key stakeholder groupings; in some
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cases to the extent that public consultation has not
influenced regiona planning outcomes.

Some evolving experimentsin regional resource use
planning are currently seeking to address these
deficiencies. It is hoped that, in the coming years,
these activities will collectively redefine regional
resource use planning, and provide animproved basis
for sustainable, equitable and economically viable
modelsof land usein Australian rangelands and other
biogeographic zones. From this chapter, we would
suggest that there is much work to be done in the
development of effective techniques and procedures
to get better outcomes from regional planning.

5.1 Technical Considerationsin
Regional Resour ce Use Planning

Many regiona planning exercises suffer from alack
of rigour in their assessment of social, economic and
environmental factors (eg. see Craig 1994; Jones and
Thornthwaite 1994). This section analyses the
application of information technology,
environmental, social and economic assessment
methods within regional resource use planning in
Australia.

5.1.1 Theapplication of I T within regional
resour ce use planning

Asdescribedin chapter 3, informationtechnology has
considerable potential within regional resource use
planning processes for better informing decision-
making processes and devel oping proceduresto assist
negotiations relating to the allocation of
environmental resources and services among
competing and conflicting uses. In Australia,
however, IT applications have had alimited usein
regional planning in general. Integrating, adapting
and using relevant information in regional resource
use planning processes has been characterised by a
number of technical difficulties, and limitations on
the scope of decision support that is currently
provided.

Trade-offsin information provision

Across Australia, the information and data available
vary greatly in terms of arange of diverse attributes
of relevance to regional resource use planning and to
the development of innovative I T applications. These
attributesinclude: (i) the depth and complexity of the
information (ie. general to highly technical); (ii) the
precision of the data (particularly in respect of the
context of intended use); (iii) the data type (eg.
qualitative, quantitative, digital, vector, raster, model,
hard map); (iv) the spatial and temporal scale of the
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data; and (v) data ownership and/or custodianship
(eg. agency, sector, interest group). The user context
(eg. individual, single interest group or multiple
interests) and the level of abstraction of the
information required by the user (eg. for aland use
system, or single land type) also vary. Given this
variahility, a number of trade-offsin information
provision and decision support for regiona resource
use planning often have to be made concerning:

» theaccuracy and completeness of available data
sets (such as time series, disaggregated survey
data, longitudinal data, technical robustness, data
currency; see eg. Nijkamp 1990; Hunter and
Goodchild 1994; Damman et al. 1995:230);

< theintegrity of transformation of data (eg.
integration of data layers across time, space,
academic disciplines and the digital
representation of spatial data layers; see Aspinall
et al. 1993; Veregin and Lanter 1995);

« theequity of data sharing (such aslegal issues of
ownership, custodianship, and use; privacy rights;
freedom of information rights; eg. Smith 1994;
Musto 1994; Cho 1994; Evans 1994);

 thecost of data and information (such as
collecting, acquiring, accessing data across
dispersed agencies/custodians; eg. Detrekoi 1994;
Damman et al. 1995);

« therequired quality of the information system
(such as efficiency, flexibility, coherence; eg.
Nijkamp 1990; Cho 1994);

» the complexity of the choice problem (such as
coordination, conflict resolution, public
participation; eg. Nijkamp 1990); and

» the sophistication of technology devel opment
required for the intended use (such as user-
friendliness, costs/benefits of IT system
development, required technical skills of users;
eg. Wyatt 1994; Smith 1994; Sommers 1995a,b).

The frequent use of these trade-offs suggests that
regional resource use planning in Australia has an
integrity and consistency problem, including
difficulties arising from: the compatibility and
comparability of data; reliability and relevance of
information; the accessibility and equity of dataor IT
system use; and the user-friendliness of IT systemsto
diverse users. These deficiencies have major
implications that need to be assessed and managed if
IT applications are to have auseful roleinimproving
regional resource use decision-making, aswell as
providing effective support in negotiationsrelating to
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policy development, implementation, and
monitoring.

Support for spatial representation and analysis
To date, the primary use of spatial information
technologies such as GIS and remote sensing in
regional resource use planning has been in obtaining
“snap shotsin time” of landscape patterns (eg.
Michener et al. 1994). These technologies are
frequently used for spatial analysis of data and
modelling at a single point in time (often in
combination with standard stati stics and geostatistical
packages, asin CYPLUS). In order to address the
broad spatial scales and long-term focus of regional
resource use planning, new opportunitiesliein using
such tools for examining “change” at broad spatial
and temporal scales. Ecological research and
environmental management and planning, however,
have yet to take full advantage of opportunities
provided by spatial analytical tools and modelling
capabilities linked to GIS (Aspinall 1994).

Support for visualisation

Datavisualisation can play asignificant rolefor IT in
regional planning. In practice, visualisation tools
have been used to assist in the compilation of large
and complex natural resource data sets, both by
natural resource scientists seeking to better
understand their science, and by social scientists
seeking to better understand human behaviour in
relation to those resources (Orland 1994). Data
visualisation techniques can assist in the
comprehension of large biophysical and socio-
economic databases, in interpreting dynamic changes
intheenvironment, andin evaluating theimplications
of different management options (Fedra1994; Orland
1994).

While many GISsin Australia have the capability to
enhance environmental visualisation, as yet, they
have not provided an effective stand-alone or
integrated visualisation platform (Bishop 1994). This
is particularly the case for natural area and forest
management. There is also a recognised need to
establish the reliability and validity of visualisations
in IT applications (Orland 1994). Resource use
visualisations need to be physically accurate
representations of thereal world and to provideviews
of regions or landscapes which people will
realistically evaluate (Bishop 1994). As such, there
are substantial opportunities for the use of
visualisation within innovative I T applications for
regional resource use planning. In particular, greater
use could be made of IT in broader decision-support
systems, including linkages to environmental
process, economic and other relevant models.
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Common focus on inventory, singleissue and on
Site cases

Although the use of IT isincreasing in rural decision-
making (eg. finance and production systems
modelling and analysis), IT in regiona planning in
Australiato date has predominantly focused on
providing toolsfor decision support in land/property,
infrastructure, and resources inventory, and for the
interrogation, display, and basic analysis of that
information. Applications have predominantly been
focused on natural area (ie. parks and reserves) and
forest management planning contexts, rather than on
an integrated multiple use planning. In these
situations, the primary use of I T applicationshasbeen
to provide an objective technical description of the
characteristics of an issue based largely on data
collected by technical ‘experts' within public
agencies for specific sectoral or single-issue
applications. Notably, there has been little use of
advanced I T applications, such as knowledge-based
systems, to take advantage of the full breadth of
information sources available, including ‘ non-
technical expert’, and other qualitative, uncertain and/
or incomplete information.

Stage | of CYPLUS, asubstantial project (subsection
5.5.1), for exampl e, focused on data capture, database
establishment, and the display and visualisation of
information within a GI S framework (McNaught
1994). There has been only limited linking of this
information to analytical tools for modelling natural
resource system components, and it has had little use
so far in integrated approaches to the assessment and
evaluation of aternative policy, planning and
management approaches.

Similarly, the use of IT applicationsin support of
sustainable resource use in Australia has tended to
focus on the evaluation of management options for
specific sectoral usesin terms of their on-site
environmental impacts. Limited attention has been
given to the application of IT in evaluating off-site
environmental, economic or social implicationsor the
opportunities for multiple uses. In thisreview, we
found no applications developed to comprehensively
address on-site impacts and off-site implications of
resource use at aregional or catchment scale.

Support for land use all ocation processes

A potentially useful planning system developed in
Australiathat integrates environmental dataand other
information at aregiona scaleisthe SIRO-PLAN
methodology (Cocks 1984; Ive 1992). The SIRO-
PLAN approach has undergone substantial
refinements since itsfirst introduction in the late
1970s. It is amethodology for assessing zoning
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options for land use allocation under the control of a
single agency with asingle set of values or policy
guidelines. It takesinto account the site-specific land
attributes of the region. It uses decision tree and/or
attribute rating and weighting methods to solve site
selection for land use. Alternative uses for a site can
be selected only if the consequences of a particular
land use can be maintained within an agreed range
with respect to preset criteria of acceptable change.

The SIRO-PLAN methodology is based on the
classical, rational approach to problem-solving,
namely: define alternatives, evaluate alternatives and
select the alternative with the highest value (Cocks
1984, Laut and Davis 1988). This approach involves:
(i) developing guidelines for making zoning
decisions; (ii) devising methods for measuring
whether a scheme satisfies those guidelines; and (iii)
using amicrocomputer-based spatial decision support
system, called LUPIS, to identify the preferred land
use or management regime based on rating and
weighting techniques through an iterative process of
evaluation of alternative schemes.

To date, LUPIS has had limited acceptance in
regional planning. It has been used to provide
decision support in a number of single-issue-driven
planning settingsin Australia. These include the
development of regional zoning for natural area
planning (ie. for parks, reserves and forests), and land
use zoning for local government statutory plans (eg.
Cocks 1984; Laut and Davis 1988). Two
experimental projects (LWRRDC-funded projectsin
the WA Goldfields and the Western Division of
NSW).are currently exploring its strengths and
weaknesses in rangeland regions.

LUPIS s limited use does not reflect the potential
benefits of the approach. These include that: (i) it
provides a mechanism for seeking public
contributions to the planning process (Cocks 1984);
(i) it focuses attention on specific areas of land use
conflict by evaluating the preferred land use plan with
participants (eg. Hock 1994); and (iii) it highlightsthe
policies being used to produce plans and catalyses
policy discussions through the need for explicit
statement of guidelines (Laut and Davis 1988;
Conacher 1994). Another strength of the SIRO-
PLAN method isthat it “relies heavily on the ability
of the planning agency or the client to make explicit
political judgements, and to trade-off the demands of
disparate interests’ (Cocks 1984).

Nevertheless, the SIRO-PLAN approach has
limitations that must be considered. These include:
the difficulty of reducing to numbers many of the
considerations inherent in drawing-up a zoning
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scheme; the lack of a satisfactory mechanism for
explaining the basis of a proposed plan (ie. a
justification or accountability mechanism; Laut and
Davis 1988); its limitations in situations with
multiple-interest groups with evolving sets of values;
and itsinability to deal with land useinteractions. To
addressthese deficiencies, SIRO-PLAN’ sdevel opers
have recently modified the approach and associated
LUPIS software for use as an information-based
mediation/negotiation support system (Cocksand Ive
1996; Ives and Cocks 1996). This new approach is
caled SIRO-MED (CSIRO Mediation and
Negotiation Support System):

It isfor assisting contending stakeholders (interest
groups, parties) reach agreement asto how large areas
of land valued, at least in parts, for competing land uses
can be used in away which ensures that the most
important demands of all stakeholders arerealised in
accordance with their contrasting economic, socia and
environmental values. (Ives and Cocks 1996:1)

SIRO-MED has been applied recently to help resolve
forest allocation disputes (Cocks and |ve 1996).
Whileit is a serious attempt to develop “a science-
based social technology for supporting the mediation
process, it remains to be evaluated in a contentious
real world context” (Ive and Cocks 1996).
Nonetheless, the greater use of IT applications to
alocate land uses have the potential to facilitate
interactive involvement of various stakeholdersin
planning land allocation (Conacher 1994; Ives and
Cocks 1996).

Lack of multi-objective I T approaches

IT applications for natural resource use planning and
management in Australia have in general not focused
on providing information that enables the linking of
ecological system processes with techniques for
evaluating priorities for action in multi-criteria
contexts. In particular, thereis a dearth of effective
support tools for evaluating the environmental,
economic and social trade-offsthat are characteristic
of regional decision-making in rangelands (eg.
LUPIS, IDRIS]). Trade-offs may exist, for example,
between avariety of potentialy conflicting and
competing resource uses “to explore the regional
benefits of different combinations, different balances
of various enterprises, in various patterns of use”
(Walker 1996). Resource uses need to be assessed in
terms of “values” ascribed to rangelands by different
stakeholders, such as pastoral, biodiversity,
ecological services (eg. tourism, recreation), defence
industry purposes, and cultural and aesthetic/
existence values. There are, however, few multi-
objective IT approaches currently being used for
regional resource use planning.
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Lack of planning of the IT innovation
development process

Despite considerable potential, GIS and other
technologies have been little used in analysis beyond
datastorage and retrieval. In evaluating the low use of
Gl Stechnologies in natural resource management in
practicein Victoria, Smith (1994) identified alack of
formal planning inthe T development processesasa
major issue. Similarly, there has been an apparent
lack of proper planning and identification of the
information needs for IT applicationsin regional
planning, and only limited involvement of
stakeholders in the planning and development
process. Aswill be shown in section 5.5.1, the
CYPLUS project, for example, did not review, at the
start of the project, the informati on needs of the broad
range of stakeholders required to support CYPLUS
goals. Rather, CYPLUS essentially involved the
collection, representation, integration and basic
analysis of data on regional resources by technical
experts, largely in the expectation that this
information would be used for decision support by
predominantly government/public agencies.

Most applications of IT for regional planning in
Australia have been based within centralised
approaches to public participation, significantly
constraining the process of 1T system development
and use. There has been a general lack of effective
involvement of stakeholders (other than government
and related agencies) or of realistic assessment of the
costs and benefits of the I T, in the systems
development processes. Consequently, thereisaneed
to better understand the contribution of scientific and
other technical information in public policy and
community decision-making to effectively address
ecological sustainable development, and how IT can
be used in this process.

5.1.2 Environmental planning and
assessment within regional resour ceuse
planning

Any evaluation of the integration of environmental
issuesin regional resource use planning is hindered
by the fact that regional planning has often been
undertaken in broadly non-integrated themes of
environmental protection, economic development
and socia development. While the economic and
environmental considerations have been
predominant, an emphasis on regional economic
development and growth management has frequently
overshadowed the importance of environmental
considerations. Even at the international level,
disciplinary and ingtitutional integration in regional
planning have rarely been achieved (see Slocombe

1993:289). Certainly, the ‘ecosystem’ approaches
recommended by Slocombe (1993) could not be
identified in any of theregional resource use planswe
reviewed, perhaps with some exceptionsin World
Heritage planning activities (see Lambert et al. 1996).

At the other end of the spectrum, many of theregional
plans we reviewed (particularly World Heritage
plans) have focused entirely on environmental
assessment at the expense of economic, cultural and
social considerations. We found no clear examples
that reached the middle ground in cross-disciplinary
integration, although the SEQ200, FNQ2010 and
Wide Bay processes had (albeit poorly integrated)
social, economic and environmental strategies. As
Slocombe (1993;289) notes:

Planning for devel opment remains largely the work of
economists and mainstream urban and regional
planners, while planning for the biophysical
environment remains the separate work of
environmentalists, ecol ogists, and resource managers of
various kinds...in spite of the fact that it is at the
regional and local level...that conflicts between
environmental conservation and development planning
become most apparent.

Again, asin Canada, a separate discipline and
profession of environmental planning has tended to
emerge, rather than a broadening of the integrative
strengths of mainstream planners.

The strength of baseline environmental
assessment

Aswas found in Canada by Slocombe, regional
environmental planning has tended to be more
descriptive and science-based than mainstream
planning. There has been atendency for regional
environmental assessment to be focused on survey
methods for identifying and presenting
environmental constraints and opportunities, rather
than on broader systems analysis. While these
activities provide a sound basis for environmental
planning, Slocombe (1993:291) considers that they
are not environmental planning in themselves. He
considers (Slocombe 1993:291) that:

Adding ecological or environmental information to
planningisnot really enough. It may result in somewhat
fewer truly bad decisions, but until the analysis goes
beyond multidisciplinary listsand is an integral part of
acomprehensive, forward looking planning process,
there is neither abasis nor an incentive for true linking
of environment and devel opment.

Briassoulis (1989:390) concluded in her review of
environmental planning that the body of
environmental planning theory is still meagre.
Particular limitations arise because much ecological
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theory is site-based, taking insufficient account of
spatial variability as an intrinsic property of
ecosystem function (Nick Abel, pers. comm. 11/3/
1997). Indeed, one of the main limitationsto the
integration of ecosystem theoriesinto regiona
planning has been that most ecological work has
evolved and been applied at the site level, ignoring
spatia relationships. In Australia, the bulk of
environmental assessment has been tied up in site-
orientated environmental impact assessment
processes.

Bioregions as a basis for planning

While there is substantial work being undertaken at
the moment to define Australia’s bioregions as a
stronger basisfor regional resource use planning, our
review suggests that regions are still far more
frequently defined on the basis of administrative and
economic factors rather than bioregional
considerations. The clear exceptions are planning
activities within World Heritage area boundaries, but
thisin itself presents an integration problem. World
Heritage plans are often strictly environmental
management plans developed from the perspective of
the responsible authorities (see Lane et al.
forthcoming ). Even in these cases, the incorporation
of entire functional ecosystems within planning
boundaries has been limited. In the case of the Great
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, for example,
Lambert et al. (1996:51) state:

The Great Barrier Reef illustrates the enormous land/
sea‘barrier’ which existsin planning. Despite all the
sophisticated planning of the Great Barrier Reef, the
greatest threat to its biodiversity isfrom land uses on
shore over which the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority has no planning authority.

Population thresholds and carrying capacity
Perhaps one of the most fundamental technical flaws
within Australia’ sregional planning activitiesto date
has been the lack of clear research, analysis and
debate regarding the population and production
thresholds of regions as a basis for further regional
activity. Despiteitscritical relevancein fast-growing
regions, planning activities sparked by rapid
population growth have generally avoided debates
about carrying capacities (eg. SEQ2001). Debates
concerning limitsto production, however, arise more
in regions where resource degradation has
underpinned the regional planning activity (eg. see
Holmes 1990; MaclIntyre and Mclvor 1998).

One of the most widely held criticisms from the
environment sector regarding the SEQ2001 process
has been that it started from an a priori assumption
that the rate of population growth in the region was a
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given. The exercise was focused on managing the
impacts of growth rather than on managing growth
within acceptable limits. In the view of the
environment sector, its effort to entrench concepts of
sustainable population growth within SEQ2001 was
lost early in the RPAG process (Rosie Crisp, pers.
comm. 11/3/97). By not at | east recognising ecol ogi cal
limits to growth in the region, SEQ’s policy options
perhaps remain fundamentally flawed. Similarly,
while FNQ2010 did some background analysis of
growth thresholds, there was strong rel uctance from
local and State government to allow these factorsto
influence the resultant RFGM and sectoral strategies.

Environmental indicators and adaptive
management

Monitoring is an essential part of adaptive
management. It provides* abasisto track fluctuations
in specified components of the environment and,
thereby, evaluate the utility of management regimes
for achieving sustainability goals’ (Norton and Nix
1996). To allow adaptive approaches, monitoring
regimes need to establish practical feedback
mechanisms on the short and long-term effectiveness
of management interventions. Despiteitsimportance,
however, environmental monitoring is often poorly
integrated in resource management. In 1992, for
example, the OECD Report on Sustainable
Agriculture identified the lack of feedback
mechanisms and strategies to deal with on-farm
problems as one of the most critical barriersto change
to more sustainabl e resource management in many
countries.

Wilcox and Cunningham (1994) have identified the
lack of ameans for objectively appraising progress
towards sustainable use of Australia srangelandsasa
key knowledge gap. They consider that thereisa
particular need for reliable sustainability indicators.
For technical, practical or economic reasons,
however, it is usually possible to monitor only a
fraction of what is going on in the environment. Both
nationally and internationally, thereis currently a
substantial R&D ‘industry’ searching for pragmatic
and timely indicators of sustainability. The search is
for indicators capable of informing the
implementation of management strategies and
influencing policy decision-making (eg. Hamblin
1992; SCARM 1993; Walker and Reuter 1996).
Indicators of sustainability are, however, scale
dependent, both spatially and temporally (Pickup and
Stafford Smith 1993; Campbell 1995). What may
appear to be sustainable at one scale may not be so at
another. Similarly, what is sustainable in the short
term may not be so in the longer term. The use of the
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term ‘sustainable’ itself remainsimprecise unlessitis
defined by boundaries of space and time (ie. the
ability to maintain ecosystems at what physical scale
and for how long; Lefroy et al. 1993).

The pressure-state-response (PSR) framework (eg.
OECD 1992) isused in Australia for State-of-the-
Environment (SoE) reporting at both the State and
national levels (DPIE 1994). In this approach,
indicators are used to assess pressures (from human
activitieson natural systems), states (the condition of
the natural system including changes over time), and
responses (by society and the environment to the
pressures and changes in state). The PSR framework
therefore links pressures on the environment as a
result of human activities with changes in the state of
the environment. In thismodel, society then responds
to these changes by implementing environmental and
economic programs and policies, which feedback to
reduce or mitigate the pressures or to repair the
natural resource.

A number of practical problems have been identified
with PSR approaches. These include: lack of data or
accessihility to evaluate PSR elements; problemsmay
be evident whereas the causal factors are not; the
complexity of some issues defies certainty; long time
lags exist between causes and environmental or socio-
economic symptoms becoming apparent; and
questioning traditional practices or ways of doing
business tends to threaten vested interests. In
Australia, the focus on indicators and monitoring
systems has been predominantly on the assessment of
the current condition of the environment, including
the description and monitoring of trendsin
components and functioning of the natural system.
There has been little success in linking these
assessments to:

« information that permits an understanding of the
natural and human-induced causal factors, rather
than the immediate causes of the overt symptoms
(Alexandra et al. 1996);

e appropriate and timely priorities for action
(Bellamy et al. 1996);

e theneeds, values and belief systems of
organisational and other community cultures
(Bellamy and Lowes 1995); or

e ingtitutional support structures and processesin a
timely and pragmatic way (Alexandraet al. 1996).

These problems with monitoring limit the ability of
planning agencies to adopt adaptive management
regimes. Even in cases where reasonable monitoring
appears to be occurring, the poor successin linking
problems identified to appropriate institutional
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responses has limited adaptive outcomes. Planningin
the Great Barrier Reef perhapsillustrates one of the
more adaptive structural arrangements for
transferring improvements in knowledge to revised
management actions (Lambert et al. 1996:51).

Lack of practical strategies for implementing
integrated approaches

Integrated approaches to environmental management
and planning arein their infancy and largely
experimental. Much of the conceptual development
and experience in Australia relates to catchment
management (eg. Syme et al. 1994; Mitchell and
Hollick 1993; Margerum 1996). These concepts,
however, have proved very difficult to trandate into
practice. Integrated environmental management isan
evolving concept lacking a well-defined body of
guiding principles capable of general application (eg.
Lang 1990; Grinlinton 1992; Margerum 1996). In
particular, there are few practical strategies for
guiding implementation. Some of the key issues
relating to implementation include:

« practical problems of integrating disparate
information across time and space, as well as
different judicial, institutional and academic
disciplinary boundaries (eg. Stafford et al. 1994).
This inhibits the integration and sharing of
information to foster coordinated action on a
particular issue;

« the mismatch between the character of the
problem and available analytical approaches or
ingtitutional arrangements (eg. Stafford and
Michener 1994; Dovers 1996);

 the common mismatch between the technical
information available and decision-making needs
and contexts (eg. Bellamy and MacL eod 1998);

» theinability of the public to fully participate in
decision-making processes, because of ineffective
institutional structures (eg. Grinlinton 1992;
Hardin 1996);

« thelack of comprehensive integration of
legislation, administrative responsibilities and
operational management that would reflect the
complexities and interrelatedness of the various
elements of the natural and human resource
systems (eg. Grinlinton 1992).

In general, integrated approaches to environmental
management and planning in Australia have so far
focused on addressing either single, non-regional
issues (eg. dryland salinity; point source pollution) or
sectoral or single interests. These fragmented
approaches must be replaced with oneswhich lead to
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better integration of the management of our natural
resources, but which at the sametime providereliable
information flows for planning new land uses and,
using performance indicators, monitor how they
perform (eg. O’ Callaghan 1995). There are
considerable opportunities for the development of
improved methods and frameworks for guiding such
regional approaches.

5.1.3 Social planning and assessment within
regional resource use planning

With the exception of specific regional social
development processes, social considerationsremain
poorly resourced and researched within regional
planning activitiesin Australia. Brian Cheers
(unpublished) of the North Australia Social Research
Institute states bluntly that regional development is
dominated by economic considerationsto the neglect
of other aspects of human well-being. Following a
short review of R&D inregional planning in northern
Australia, ASTEC also lamented that lack of social
analysis, commenting (ASTEC 1993:54) that:

Theissue of social impact assessment is a crucial
component of regional studies since it ensuresthat the
human side of the ecosystem functioning is considered
in environmental management.

Where social issues have been dealt with in regional
planning, it has often been the ‘ poor cousin’ to
environmental and economic considerations. Reddel
(forthcoming:31), for example, found that during the
SEQ2001 process, statistical data concerning the
demographics of the region’s population and the
services within the region were seen to be
underdevel oped, limiting the effectiveness of the
resultant policies. Our review of regional plansacross
Australia suggests that, by comparison, SEQ2001,
FNQ 2010 and Wide Bay 2020 paid considerably
more attention to social issues than did most other
regional planning activities.

Itisimportant to draw upon the literature concerning
regional socia infrastructure planning to analyse
what is happening in Australiain regard to the
integration of social issuesin planning. Jones and
Thornthwaite (1994) review “ experimentsin regional
social infrastructure planning across Australia, and
particularly in Queensland”. They evaluated these
processes from three perspectives: human services
and facilities; social development processes; and
patterns of human settlement. The primary limitations
found by Jones and Thornthwaite in each of these
areasare outlined in Table 6. Factorsthat also need to
be considered, however, include the institutional
arrangements for supporting social planning and the
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incorporation of cultural heritage considerationsin
planning.

Much of the discussion in sections 5.3 and 5.4 refers
directly to social development processes (eg.
negotiation between stakeholder groups and
participation within them). While these processes are
often identified as a central component of social
planning, they are better viewed asfundamental tothe
overall process of planning from a social, economic
and environmental perspective.

Human services and facilities

The definition of human services and facilities needs
to be clear in regional planning. Jones and
Thornthwaite (1994) found that narrow definitions
tended to result in key human service areas receiving
scant regard in many of the processes they reviewed.
There has been atendency to view human services as
macro-institutions such as schools, hospitals and
tertiary facilities rather than more broadly
incorporating awiderange of servicesdelivered at the
community or neighbourhood level. The result has
been limited attention paid to the distribution of these
SErViCes across regions.

Jones and Thornthwaite (1994:102) consider that
while standardsand benchmarksexist in some service
types (eg. primary and pre-schoals), they are poorly
defined or non-existent for other service types which
do not have direct linkages to demography (eg.
specialist services). Despite the clear linkages
between population growth and service demand (see
Briggs 1992), limited progress has been made
towards integrating land use planning and

devel opment assessment with human servicedelivery
and planning. Dale and Lane (1995) suggest that the
establishment of Queendland’s Social Impact
Assessment Unit as aland use planning referral
agency in part reflected the impacts from rapid
economic change (eg. rapid urbanisation, rural
decline, etc.) being felt by welfare agencies. Even so,
the unit has only recently started work to better link
social infrastructure planning with regional planning
processes by formalising the links between
development and service delivery impacts.

Human settlement patterns

Jones and Thornthwaite (1994:104) state that while
there has been wide debate about the integration of
social goalsin regional land use planning, there has
been insufficient debate about “which goals it needs
to address’. They find that while the issues of
distribution, equity and socia justice should be given
central attention, they are often secondary to goals
and objectivesrelating to overall quality of lifewithin
regional communities. Further, they consider that
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Table 6.

Limitations in Australian experiments in regional social infrastructure planning

Component of regional social Limitations

infrastructure

Human services and facilities A need for greater clarity in the definition and classification of human services
and facilities.

A need to develop standards or benchmarks for regional human services and
facilities.

A need for greater integration of the planning of human services and of

patterns of human seftlement.

Social development processes A need to acknowledge the diversity of social development processes and
arrangements among regions, and to build upon existing arrangements.

A need to clarify the purpose of community participation and consultation.
Social development processes should be designed with a focus on desired
outputs and outcomes.

Many processes experience great difficulties in involving disadvantaged and
marginalised groups.

A need to view social development processes as encompassing
implementation and delivery of services and programs as well as planning and
policy development.

Social development processes need to be adequately resourced to achieve the

tasks and objectives espoused.

Non-authoritative regional planning processes need to maximise their
influence on decision-making and resource allocation.

Regional social development planning must give adequate representation to
all organisations that are important in achieving the stated outcomes.

Patterns of human settlement

There is a need for more wide-ranging debate concerning social goals and
regional land use planning.

Issues of distribution, equity and social justice need to be given central place
on the agenda.
There is a need to move beyond broad social goals to the development of
specific implementation strategies and processes to achieve social outcomes.

Source: Adapted from Jones and Thornthwaite (1994:102-104).

thereis aneed to “move beyond the elaboration of
broad principles and objectives, to the development
of specificimplementation strategiesand processesto
achieve socia outcomes’.

Lack of appropriate institutional and
administrative structures

Ingtitutional structuresto assist theintegration of social
issuesin regional planning are limited throughout
Australia. In Queendand, for example, acritica
inquiry into land use planning (CICMUFIGSR
1991:114) acknowledged that, in the early 1990s, the
administrative structures for devel opment assessment
and land use planning provided limited access to
expertise to ensure the promotion, administration and
monitoring of socia considerations. None of the
existing coordinating agenciesheld particular expertise
in socia planning that could be applied to land use
planning and devel opment assessment on a systematic
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basis. Neither was there any formal mechanism for
those line agencies with expertise in arange of socia
programsto be involved in land use planning. This
problem remains a significant impediment to the
incorporation of social considerations into regional
planning throughout Australiaand internationally. The
non-involvement of social infrastructure agenciesin
land use planning hastraditionally been aresult of their
marginal position within government at the Federal,
State and local levels. The benefit of bringing such
agenciesinto the mainstream of development decision-
making is likely to encourage more effective multi-
disciplinary teamsin regiona planning.

Institutional problemsin regional planning are
compounded by alack of skilled practitioners with
experiencein social aspectsof regional planning at all
levels. This shortage affects the Federal and State
governments, many local governments, and
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development and consultancy companies. Few local
governmentsin Australia, for example, have socid
planners employed within their town planning
departments. Some councilsareincreasingly drawing
upon expertise within their community services or
community development departments (if they have
such) to contribute to planning and devel opment
assessment activities. Very few councils or State
agencies have effective systemsfor integrating social
issues into land use planning. Consultancy teams
undertaking regional planning work will often sub-
contract teams with specialist social planning skills,
or else attempt to undertake socia assessment using
their environmental and project management skills
(see Dale 1995).

Culture and cultural heritage

To date, cultural heritage issues have rarely been
addressed within regional planning activities.
Further, the identification and protection of cultural
heritage in regional planning has been subject to
scientific versus value-based conflicts. This conflict
has most prominently surfaced in debates between
Aboriginal communities, land use planners and
archaeologists. In contrast to anthropology,
archaeology as a discipline has tended to focus on
physical manifestations of the cultural past of
Aborigines (eg. quarry sites, burial grounds, etc.).
This has marginalised the consideration of social and
cultural values (eg. dreaming tracts, aesthetic
considerations) in landscapes. Technical land use
planners have tended to view such non-
archaeological values of cultural importance to
Aboriginal people (eg. story places, dreaming tracts,
etc.) as simply another land use or planning
constraint; ableto be mapped and managed according
to rational planning principles.

Aresas of cultura significance to Aboriginal people,
for example, are often part of anetwork of important
sites and areas that define entire landscapesin
cultural, social, spiritual and historical terms.
Knowledge, ownership and management of these
areas by key Aboriginal individuals and groups
defines power relations and land rights within the
Aboriginal community and other groupsinterested in
exploiting land and natural resources. Transferring
control of this knowledge to centralised technical
plannerseffectively removesthe ability of Aboriginal
people to negotiate in the regional planning arenaon
equitable terms (see QDFY CC 1996b). The inability
of regional planning to deal with thishas underpinned
increasing calls from Aboriginal communities for
regionally negotiated agreements under the Native
Title Act 1993.
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5.1.4 Economic planning and assessment
within regional resource use planning

Perhaps the most significant economic deficiency in
regional planning in Australia has been the tendency
to separate the social and economic development
themes. Regional approaches to economic
development have been focused on devel opment-
driven market economics, either through significant
government investment in infrastructure or
government incentives for private investment in the
region. These approaches have been universally poor
at balancing economic development with social and
environmental considerations.

Furthermore, regional planning and regional models
of economic development in Australia have been
criticised for starting from flawed assumptions about
the nature of regional economies, and for being based
on outdated notions of regional development through
limited models of government investment in
infrastructure. These criticisms peaked following the
release of the Kelty Report in 1993. Guille (1995:23)
notes that there were a number of attacks on the
Taskforce Report for what issaid to beits*out of date
Keynesianism” and its“ shopping list of projects’. He
counters these debates by considering the Kelty
Report as a“welcome departure from the advance of
pure market liberalism” and a challenge to the
inevitable inequities that would befall remote and
poor regions when economic efficiency overrides
economic equity (Guille 1995:28).

Given the key elements and principles of regional
resource use planning outlined in chapter 3, this
review takes the view that the debate between
regional interventionists and the pure market
economists needs to balance both equity and
efficiency considerations. It works on the premise
that regional economic planning is needed both to
direct equity-based government spending and to
empower regions to improve their own economic
position. In this context, anumber of limitations have
been noted in critiques of existing regional planning
activities. Inrelation to SEQ2001, for example, Craig
(1994:12) statesthat:

RPAG' stask was based on a series of dubious
(economic) assumptions, making it impossibleto reach
meaningful conclusions. RPAG was commissioned
only to deal with the broadly defined “real estate”
implications of population growth. Though economic
growth was considered in doing so, the project was
fatally weakened by ignoring economic devel opment.
Thus, RPAG's proposals could neither ensure
economic prosperity, nor provide for the deeper tax
base needed to finance the suggested higher
environmental and service standards.
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Craig (1994:13) raisesanumber of deficienciesinthe
economic analysis underpinning SEQ2001.
Significantly, theseincluded the fact that the process:
(i) did not establish effective machinery to deal with
economic development; (ii) did not look at external
economic factorsaffecting theregion; (iii) focused on
industry location rather than industry feasibility; and
(iv) did not have adequate strategies to foster
economic growth within the region. Also, it assumed
that rapid population growth would positively impact
upon economic development.

Similar limitations have existed in one form or
another in other regional economic development
planning activities throughout the country. Another
common deficiency in economic assessment at the
regional level isthe common failure to account for
non-market valuesin regional economics.

5.2 Proceduresand Negotiated
Processes

Regional resource use planning activitiesin Australia
have broadly been based on centralised, rational
planning models (eg. see Cowell 1996:74). This
contrasts with the predominant preference for non-
authoritative processes found by Jones and
Thornthwaite (1994:103) in regional social
infrastructure planning. Only in recent years have
regional planning procedures improved in some
domains, but even these tend to be limited models of
centrally controlled participation (eg. forest-based
comprehensive regional assessment processes,
SEQ2001 or FNQ2010). Few processes have actually
moved to establish enhanced institutional
arrangements for facilitating negotiated planning.
Significantly, this has been noted by ASTEC inits
recommendation (ASTEC 1993:54) that:

Regionally based strategic land use and environmental
planning in tropical Australia should be reviewed and
rationalised, with the establishment of mechanismsthat
requiretheinvolvement of all themajor stakeholders...
in the strategic processes for particular regions.

Redddl (forthcoming) undertakes a detailed analysis
of participatory elements of planning activity using
three case studies including SEQ2001 and regional
social planning undertaken by the Mackay Regional
Council for Social Development. Given the
significance of SEQ2001 in terms of its progressive
contribution to participatory aspects of regional
planning in Australia, Reddel finds an interesting
paradox. He considers that while the approaches
taken to stakehol der participation wereinnovative for
their time, in reality, they were structured as a
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mechanism for informing centralised and
technocratic planning. He considers that, by and
large, the stakeholder participation processes used
were viewed by the State Labor administration as a
concession to the “ chattering classes’, allowing the
Party to get on with the business of “good”
government. Reddel (forthcoming:14) considersthat,
in this sense, Labor’s administrative processes were
narrowly defined in terms of control and discipline.
As aconsequence, he considered that “wide ranging
community and indeed public sector debate is not
encouraged as the centralised management of the
policy and political processis essentia to the
Government”. In both the SEQ2001 and FNQ2010
processes, despite representation on the RPAG, both
the environment and human service sectors
considered the debate often became a process of
negotiation between State and Commonwealth
agencies, rather than between the government and
non-government organisations with a stakein
resource management.

The most significant issue to consider in setting up
representative participatory forums for establishing
regional policiesisthat, while they are structured to
facilitate negotiation between sectors, the
recommendations of RPAG-style bodies have
themselves, by and large, been treated as “advisory”
documents by State and local government (eg. see
Reddel forthcoming:30). Results negotiated in these
structures do not assure the implementation of
decisions reached. Neither do they establish a
mechani sm to renegotiate significant modificationsto
implementation strategies.

Theissue of equity in negotiationsis not restricted to
government versus hon-government stakeholders.
Certainly, thefailure of the AAP approach to regional
social development planning isoftenreferredto asan
illustration of the failure of centralist planning
approachesimposed on other spheres of government.
In reflection, Bill Hayden, the then Minister for
Social Security stated (Hayden 1996:191):

If there is a need to tighten up the (regional planning)
processes or to experiment with new forms of
cooperation and administration between the State and
the Commonwealth these can be achieved generally
...by joint planning and other agreements.

Because of the general lack of commitment by
instigating agenciesto see regional planning asa
genuine opportunity for negotiated change, regional
planning activities have often created structured
arrangements for inter-governmental conflict rather
than mutual cooperation. State governments have
long feared Federal intervention inland use planning,
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and they particularly fear that they will be bypassed
by direct Federal sponsorship of various forms of
‘regional government’. Local governments have
generally feared that State governmentswill establish
someform of ‘regiona government’ to overridelocal
decision-making. Theseinherent fears remain among
the greatest limitations to the widespread
establishment of effective regional planning
processes.

These are general observations. The following
sections explore in more detail, whether or not
negotiatory and procedural elements of regional
resource use planning are meeting the best-practice
principles established in chapter 3.

5.2.1 Government commitment to regional
resour ce use planning

On the surface, the sheer number of regional planning
processes outlined in chapter 4 suggests that there
generally is government commitment to regional
planning at the Federal, State, Territory and local
levels. Both the lack of consistency between the
approaches used and the general non-integrated
themes applied, however, suggest that all levels of
government lack a clear political and financial
commitment to integrated and negotiated regional
resource use planning. Martin and Woodhill
(1995:177), for example, consider that, despite clear
calls within the NLMP for greater government
involvement, attempts at regional and catchment
planning generally lack resources and have little
coordinative capacity. In regard to the level of
government support for these activities, they state
(Martin and Woodhill 1995:182):

Thereisnow considerablediscussion and support for. ..
regional planning and action in rural environments.
Catchment management strategies are developing in
most states and there is evidence of some small
increases in funding for these broader scale activities.
But compared to the extent of land degradation
problems, the decline in water quality and continued
vegetation clearance, the slow development of these
broader initiatives seems more a symbolic gesture than
a substantive commitment.

Similar concerns have been reflected at State level.
Moon (1995) considers that processes such as
SEQ2001 have failed because State and local
government commitments to regional planning have
often been subverted by vested (usually commercial)
interests. Conacher (1994:360) cites Bennett (1985)
in saying that, in NSW, questions have often been
raised as to the level of commitment to regional
planning by governments, with the track record of
some planning agencies being characterised by crisis

77

response. One of the reasons that negotiated
approaches to regional planning have generally been
avoided could well be that governments would feel
constrained by locking themselvesinto agreements
negotiated with non-commercial and non-
government sectors and agencies.

Woodhill and Dore (1997:8) make the useful
distinction between government commitment to
regionalisation rather than regionalism. They
consider regionalisation asthe process of government
creating administrative regions for more efficient
program management and delivery (eg. theformation
of regional assessment panelsfor thedelivery of NHT
funding). Regionalism, on the other hand, they
consider as a process whereby local communities
develop the power to make or genuinely influence
decisions affecting the region. To illustrate this, they
cite McKingey & Co (1996).

Although government agencies may be talking of
empowering local communities, inreality many of their
decentralisation initiatives are devolving program
management and delivery without devolving any real
authority. Thisleads to serious frustration within
regional organisations.

5.2.2 Coordinating diverseinstitutional
arrangements

In Australia, most resource management decision-
making and action occur at the level of theindividual
land manager. Above this, government policies and
programs remain the major determinant of resource
use decisions. The responsibility for resource
management and planning is subsequently
fragmented, with basic resources such as soil, forest,
land and water, fisheries and wildlife being managed
by many different institutions at the local, State and
Commonwealth levels (see McDonald 1992). Thisin
itself, has been one of the mgjor ingtitutional barriers
to improved procedural arrangements for regional
planning activities.

The complexity of poorly coordinated agencies with
inconsistent agendas hasin cases|ed to the coll apse of
regional planning activities. Hayden (1996:186)
considers that among the most significant
contributors to the failure of the AAP werethe
arguments about territory and authority between the
Department of Urban and Regional Development and
the Department of Social Security. As acentralist
planner, Tom Uren asthe then Minister for Urban and
Regional Development spent considerable money on
land purchase and infrastructure development in
regional centres such as Albury—Wodonga, Orange
and Monato (South Australia). Much of thisland was
later found to be surplus, and with the early failures of
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the AAP in Orange and Monato, the land was sold
below the initial purchase price. There was
considerable competition between the two Ministers,
resulting in poor program integration.

These ingtitutional barriers are exacerbated by the
general failure of attemptsto successfully regionalise
government processes throughout Australia, leading
to conflictsin policy between regional and central
government offices. Alexandra (1996a) outlines a
number of impacts that failed, or ‘de facto’,
regionalism has had upon resource management and
planning. These include poor spatial and
jurisdictional boundaries, lack of clear provision for
democratic accountability and agencies operating
with amorphous terms of reference and a poorly
defined mandate.

5.2.3 Legidative and administrative
arrangements

A number of problems with legidlative and
administrative arrangements for regional planning
become clear from an analysis of the ingtitutional
arrangements outlined in chapter 4. In many
jurisdictions, the institutional arrangements for
planning do not clearly support integrated regional
planning. They tend to support either separate
economic development or environmental protection
(eg. Queendland' s Coastal Protection Act).

Legidlation also rarely encourages negotiated
approaches to planning. In Queensland, for example,
the original regional planning provisions established
under the Queendland’ s Integrated Planning Act
provided a basis for more integrated approaches, but
do little to ensure that regional planning will be well
negotiated among stakeholders and balanced in terms
of economic and social development and
environmental protection.

Legislation aso rarely structures effective linkages
between planning and impact assessment. In NSW,
for exampl e, while the Protection of the Environment
Administration Act required the Department of
Environment and Planning to undertake both regional
planning and impact assessment, it did not prescribe
any relationship between the two activities, and
regional plans were not specific enough to either
guide or constrain proposed development activities
(Duffy 1983, cited by Conacher 1994).

5.2.4 Organisational structures

Howlett’ s (1996) thesis concerning the importance of
organisational context inland use planning illustrates
awidespread limitation in the organisational

arrangements established for regional planning. She
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considers that while successful stakeholder
participation in regional planning relies upon the
redistribution of both information and decision-
making power, in many situations, the organisations
charged with responsibility for such planning often
may actively seek to retain control and to determine
planning outcomes. In her exploration of the
CYPLUS project (see subsection 5.5.1), she
concluded (Howlett 1996:iii):

Thisregional land and resource planning process
embraced the rhetoric of modern planning and the need
to include the public in decision making processes. Y et
it was placed in a centralised organisational context
which refused to share the decision making power with
local stakeholders. A battle for control of CYPLUS
evolved that wasto seelocal stakeholder’s interests
marginalised and the interests of the state take
precedence. Thus organisational context proved a
powerful impediment to the implementation of key
aspects of the planning processin the CYPLUS
exercise.

In this particular case, there was significant conflict
between the central State government agency
responsible for the CYPLUS project, and the
regionally-based task force established to undertake
both technical planning and to facilitate stakeholder
participation.

Another consistent theme in the literature assessing
regional planning activitiesin Australia, however, is
that the predominant focus of task forces or support
units established to assist regional planning has
tended to be on technical issues rather than on
facilitating effective negotiation. Reddel
(forthcoming:28) reports that in hisinterviews
regarding SEQ2001, there was a perception that the
focus of the government-based Technical Support
Group was on technical matters rather than on
negotiatory aspects of the process. In acomment that
issymptomatic of thiscentralist organisational theme,
Hayden (1996:190) is scathing of the planners that
operated within regional social development
councils, accusing them of establishing aform of
welfare colonialismin disadvantaged or marginalised
communities. He states (Hayden 1996:190):

As awayswith colonial powers, the occupiers would
do best out of the arrangement. The AAP was based on
middle-classvaluesand created by middle classwelfare
planners, while it was supposed to be used by the
marginalised and working class.

Additionally, the accountability and effectiveness of
administrative structures established to facilitate
regional planning have been questioned at times.
Hayden (1996:188), for example, alleges significant
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misuse and misallocation of public funds by some
regional councilsfor social development.

Before too long, the process of men and women of
goodwill coming together as members of the regional
administering committees, as per the desired model,
somehow became transformed into squdlid little
factional power struggles. Therewere notableinstances
of strife between the committees and the office staff
over the conduct of programs, or more precisely, who
would bein charge of them. Tensionsoccurred between
the established positions of community groups, Local
government and State government representatives.

5.2.5 Regional resource use planning's
influence on decision-making

Asaresult of regional planning tending to be uni-
sectoral or belonging to one particular agency, there
has been atendency for it to influence only the
decision-making of those agencies directly
responsible for undertaking the planning. In the
absence of effective negotiated approaches, regional
plans have tended not to provide a basis for guiding
development assessment at the local level. Certainly,
one of theintentions of the SEQ2001 processwasthat
local governmentswereto sign an agreement with the
State regarding implementation of the Regional
Framework for Growth Management (RFGM), and
use it to guide decisions made at the local level.
Despite this, thereis evidence of decisions being
made by State and local government agenciesin
contravention of the RFGM principles (Moon 1995).

Whilethisisalessthan desirableresult, it needsto be
recognised that SEQ2001 is one of few regional plans
that has sought to influence decision-making at the
local level. Moon (1995:29), however, correctly
suggests that local project decisions which override
regionally negotiated consensus ultimately
undermine the credibility of regional planning itself.
Duffy (1983) has also noted alack of correlation
between regional plans and project planning at the
local level in NSW.

Generally, the literature continuesto call for regional
planning approaches that will overcome the
cumulative impacts of project-based devel opment
(Conacher 1994:359). It is being increasingly
recognised that devel opment proponents are often not
specifically required to show how their project relates
to the regional plan (Duffy 1983). Dale (1996)
identifies this as a major problem commonly arising
from deficienciesin the terms of reference set for
statutory impact assessment. In general, regional
planning processes have often failed to significantly
influence the administrative and decision-making
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processes of agencies with responsibilities for
development approval.

An almost universal deficiency in regional plans
reviewed in this document has been the lack of clear
analysis of the decision-making structures and
processes which will ultimately be responsible for
implementing regional planning recommendations.
While SEQ2001 did pay considerable attention to
establishing aregional coordination council to
oversee implementation, it did not adequately
comprehend the nature of decision-making and
administration within State agencies and local
government. SEQ2001 perhaps could have played a
major rolein significantly reforming the way that
decisions are made within the region, creating afar
more suitable environment for implementation.

5.2.6 Isthereenough integrated regional
resour ce use planning?

The increasing academic and political callsfor
integrated regional planning outlined in chapter 2
suggest that the concept is still not well embedded as
asignificant management activity across Australia.
Aschapter 4 shows, however, these calls do not seem
to reflect the high number of regional planning
activities that have been completed in recent years or
that are under way across Australia. This
incongruence appears to arise from the
‘unidisciplinary’ or unisectoral approaches that have
been applied to the vast majority of regional planning
activities to date. Most regional planning activities
identified by this review focused on regiona
conservation planning, regional forest assessment or
regional economic development planning. There are
still few fully integrated regiona resource use
planning activities. The RPAG-based activitiesin
Queensland have made considerable progressin this
respect, though they have focused more on
establishing a balanced land use framework than on
integrated social, economic and environmental
strategies. The Victorian model isgradually evolving
in a positive direction, despite its evolution from
predominantly economic development roots.

The non-integrated or unisectoral/unidisciplinary
nature of regional planning is areflection of the
character of the legislative and administrative
arrangements which support it. Chapter 4
demonstrates that all States and the Commonwealth
government have legidlative and administrative
arrangements in place which, in one way or another,
encourage regional approachesto planning. As
Conacher (1994:358) points out, however, overall
policy planning for an integrated approach to the
management of land, resources and the environment



Regional Resource Use Planning in Rangelands. an Australian Review

has not been a significant feature. Regional
environmental planning has flowed from
environmental legislation and administration.
Regional economic planning hasflowed from Federal
and State program-based support. Regional social
planning has tended also to be focused on planning
for social welfare administration.

5.2.7 Monitoring and impact assessment of
planning

Regional planning approachesin Australiahave often
been established on a*make or break’ or an *all or
nothing’ philosophy, sometimes resulting in
spectacular failure. Regional planning projects have
rarely been developed on an incremental basis, often
resulting in ‘mega-processes’ with unclear planning
objectives. Without a clear, self-reflective ethic
underpinned by rigorous monitoring, regional
planning in Australiais likely to remain inefficient
and ineffective. The AAP again provides aclassic
illustration (Hayden 1996:190):

With hindsight, the pilot projects should have been
restricted to avery small number and they should have
been tested over severa years. If this had been done
with rigorous monitoring, we would have established
much earlier that the concepts behind the program were
deeply flawed.

Closely related to the lack of effective monitoring is
the general failure of regional planning to subject its
findings to any form of strategic impact assessment.
In nearly all regional resource planning activities
across Australia, there has been an implicit
assumption that the social, economic and
environmental assessments undertaken during the
planning process are sufficient to ensure that negative
impacts are avoided when plans are actually
implemented. Impact assessment of either the policy
or action content of plansis arare practice, with
proposed comprehensive regional assessment
processes in the forest sector being a notable
exception. It should be noted though that while social
impact assessments have been a common feature of
regional resource assessment processes in the forest
sector, this tends to reflect that they have not been
adequately built into the assessment processes
leading particular land use change options being
proposed. Social, economic and environmental
assessment procedures need to be fully integrated in
determining regional policy and land use proposals.
No matter how good these assessment’ sare, however,
thereis still aneed to undertake some form of impact
assessment of these policies and proposals before
implementation, and as a critical tool within the
monitoring and evaluation process.
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Applying impact assessment techniques before plan
implementation and within monitoring and
evauation procedures allows for ‘reality testing’
before significant resources are committed or future
land use zones are locked into place. The assessment
work undertaken during plan devel opment does not
negate the need for at least abrief consideration of the
plan’ s combined impacts. Failing to do so ignoresthe
fact that assessments undertaken in the devel opment
of land use options are not used simultaneously to
predict the actual impacts of these changesin amore
holistic way. While a particular land use change
scenario may appear rational in terms of the social,
economic and environmental dataat aspatial level, it
may ignore broader impacts that could potentially
arise from the change.

Cramer et al. (1980) identify anumber of institutional
barriers to the full integration of impact assessment
considerations within regiona planning in the US.
Those of them that could equally be at work in the
Australian context include: resource constraints often
not allowing for the substantial modification of a
nearly complete plan that contains elements which
may result in significant impacts; and limitationsin
the social and environmental sciences such that few
reliable predictions of impact can be generated under
evenideal circumstances. Theselimitationsreinforce
the need to better integrate these issues within more
iterative planning processes.

5.2.8 Other general procedural problems

Inthe Australian literature, a range of other
deficiencies arising from procedural problemsin
regional planning has been identified, including:

« regional plans often being too general to make a
meaningful difference in the way that land use
decisions are made (Ingham 1985, cited by
Conacher 1994:361; Moon 1995);

 the (particularly sectoral) policiesin some
regional plansaremutually contradictory (Ingham
1985, cited by Conacher 1994:361);

* line managersin charge of regiona planning
processes often consider the time frames are too
long, resulting in out-of-date products once
agencies are ready for implementation (Conacher
1994:361). Other line managers may seek to
undertake regional planning within time frames
too short to sufficiently consider all the relevant
technical issues;

e resource use planning activities across Australia
have largely failed to build upon the collective
technical and procedural wisdom that has evolved
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from both successful and failed approachesin
Australia and overseas. There appearsto be little
analysis of regional planning literature and
practice before the instigation of new regional
resource use planning activities (eg. see Reddel
forthcoming:31). This problem has been
exacerbated by the fact that the literature
assessing regional planning against agreed criteria
islimited.
While there is not enough evidence to suggest that
these deficiencies are symptomatic of regional
planning activities across Australia, they need close
attention when designing best practice arrangements
for regional resource use planning procedures.

5.3 Participation in Stakeholder
Groups Involved in Regional
Planning

Itisinthisthird key element that regional planning
activities across Australia have been most deficient.
In general, more effort has been invested in broad
community consultation than in direct resourcing of
stakeholder groups to establish participative
mechanisms for their constituents. The CYPLUS
project and some comprehensive regional assessment
(CRA) processes have been among the few to
experiment with participant funding. Thisagain
reflects the centralist focus of most regional planning
activities. The following sections further explore the
ability of regional planning in Australiato engage
participants within stakeholder groups and in the
general community.

5.3.1 Publicinvolvement beyond stakeholder
representatives

The primary focus of this review has been on the
equitable involvement of stakeholders within
regional negotiations and the participation of
constituents in stakeholder group activities. Thisis
not to say that the regional planning activities should
not seek to engage the general community,
particularly those not represented by identifiable
stakeholder groups. From their Australia-wide
evaluation of regional social infrastructure planning,
Jones and Thornthwaite (1994:103) caution against
entering into general public participation activities
without aclear view of what it is to achieve and how
to undertake it in an efficient and effective manner.
They suggest that many ‘experiments’ in regional
social development have sought to involve
disadvantaged and marginalised groups, but most
experienced great difficulty in achieving this.
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Apart from some of the larger and more integrated
processes examined in thisreview (eg. SEQ2001, the
Kimberley Plan, etc.), beyond the specific role of
identified stakeholder groups, more general
approachesto participation of the general public have
often been limited and ineffective in influencing
planning outcomes (eg. see Ingham 1985). A range of
stakeholders interviewed by Reddel
(forthcoming:30), for example, suggested that the
SEQ2001 outcomes (the RFGM) would not have
been any different without the broad consultation
process undertaken. The consultation was structured
in away that limited the community to responding to
givens within policy papers developed by technical
working groups and previously endorsed by RPAG.

These sorts of limitations have frequently been raised
about other regional planning activities across the
country, and in some cases, have been blamed for
their collapse. Reddel (forthcoming:25), for example,
suggests that several commentators consider that the
Moreton Region Growth Study, a precursor to
SEQ2001 and established under the Whitlam
government in 1974, did not collapse only because of
the incoming Fraser government’ s abolition of the
Department of Urban and Regional Development.
The greatest criticism of the study was that it did not
have a mandate from the community sector, despite
representation from three levels of government.

5.3.2 Participation within stakeholder
groups
Reddel considersthat while SEQ2001 wasinnovative
in terms of stakeholder participation, one of its major
failings was that there were few resources applied to
establishing and maintaining the mandate of the
constituencieswithin various sectors (eg. effort putin
to keeping the collective position of groups strong).
(Reddel, pers. comm. 11/7/96). In the FNQ2010
process, there were significant differencesin support
given to different sectors. The environment sector
was under-resourced to both participate as
representative stakeholders and to establish and
maintain a mandate. On the other hand, considerable
effort was invested in ensuring that the human
services sector was well informed about the regional
planning process and able to develop a socid
planning and human services sector strategy. The
sector, however, had insufficient skills to negotiate
significant concessions within the regiona planning
process.

Many of the study participantsin Reddel’s
(forthcoming:26) evaluation of SEQ2001 considered
that while stakeholder participation was broadly
representative, there were significant limitsto
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constituent participation within stakehol ders groups
because of the lack of human and financial resources
committed, the lack of an overall consultation plan
and the lack of strong community sector
infrastructure. Thisresulted in only afew community
sector leaders becoming involved. A form of ‘elite’ -
based decision making evolved, constraining groups
such as the environment and non-government human
services sectors from effectively participating in
policy development. He considers that there was an
assumption that the sector members on the RPAG
would have the capacity to adequately represent the
views of their sector, despite the lack of resources or
infrastructure to consult and report back to their
congtituents

Where resources have been provided to stakeholder
groups, equity problems within these groups have
frequently emerged. Whilethereisno direct evidence
of thisin regional planning, some lessons can be
derived from Landcare and catchment management
activities. Martin and Woodhill (1995:178), for
example, point out that Australian Bureau of
Agricultural and Resource Economics surveys have
shown that, on average, Landcare participants have
greater farm areas, higher farm capital, higher farm
cash income and a higher return on capital than non-
Landcare farmers. They suggest that this inequitable
tendency of ‘self-help’ programsto ‘select’ certain
groups as participantsis well recognised in the
community studies literature.

It isimportant to consider the impact of inequitable
involvement of constituents within stakehol der
groups in assessing the effectiveness of regional
planning. It may be a significant factor. Martin and
Woodhill (1995:173), for example, suggest that while
government encouragement of local rural
participation has been very successful, it has often
had ‘unintended’ effects which favoured particular
groups of farmers. As aresult, they suggest that
integrated regional approaches to planning need to
increase the ‘transparency’ of decision-making
within degrading rural environments.

5.4 Case Studiesin Regional
Resour ce Use Planning

The following case studies—the Cape Y ork
Peninsula Land Use Strategy, the Murray Darling
Basin Commission and the CRA for forestsin the
South East Queensland region—explore further the
foregoing general observations at the regional
planning project level. A similar format is used for
each case study, focusing on technical, negotiatory
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and participatory elements, and the core regional
planning principles.

5.4.1 Cape York Peninsula Land Use Study
(CYPLUYS)

Cape York Peninsuld s biophysical environment
consists of monsoonal rainforests, heathlands,
wetlands, savannah woodlands and 21 river systems,
al relatively undevel oped because of their
remoteness. The Peninsulais speciesrich and
culturally diverse (see Map 2). Pastoralism and
Aboriginal reserves are the dominant land uses. Over
half the region’s population is Aboriginal. The
discovery by Comalco of bauxite at Weipaon the
western Cape in the 1950s heralded significant
mineral resource use pressures, followed by a
significant declinein pastoral activities during the
beef market slump of the 1970s. Since the 1980s,
additional minerals development pressures, are-
emerging pastoral industry, rapidly increasing
tourism, a space base proposal and the establishment
of the airforce base at Weipa refocused national
attention on the conservation and wilderness qualities
of the Peninsula. The increasing capacity of
Aboriginal communities to ensure their cultural,
economic and land tenure aspirations are equitably
dealt with has further created pressure for a regional
approach to land use decision making (Howlett
1996:2-3).

During the late 1980s, a number of regional
stakeholders, particularly Aboriginal and
conservation interests, expressed the need for
regional planning to address land use issues (Howlett
1996:36). These interests considered that
Commonwealth involvement was essential to that
planning, and as aresult, a unique joint
Commonwealth/Queensland government planning
initiative evolved to addressthe resource use conflicts
posed by a series of developments and trends
(Howlett 1996:3).

CYPLUSwastheresult. Itsaim wasto “create a
framework for making decisions about how to use
and manage the resources of theregion, incorporating
the principles of ecological sustainability” (Howlett
1996:3). Howlett (1996:3) saysthat CYPLUS
“reflected a desire for more cooperative approaches
between the Commonweslth and the States
concerning decision making in areas of significant
social and environmental value.”
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Map 2. Map of CYPLUS study area. (Source: CYPLUS-on-line)
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Before CYPLUS commenced, the Queensland
Government resisted Commonwealth intervention in
managing the evolving resource use conflicts on the
Peninsula. The Ahern National Party Government
proposed a broad, State-driven regional planning
study to address these issues. In 1988 a firm of
engineering consultants was engaged to compile a
database on natural and other resources (Howlett
1996:45). While the Commonwealth initially offered
support for this, it was not until the election of the
Goss State L abor government that full commitment to
ajoint process was reached (Howlett 1996:45-6). By
that time, the compl eted consultancy report had found
that substantial gapsin the knowledge of natural
resources on the Cape were “a serious constraint to
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land use planning” (McNaught et al. 1994). This,
together with the issues outlined above, led to the
establishment of CYPLUS initsfinal form.

How the plan devel oped

It was intended that CY PLUS would include public
participation in planning and decision-making.
However, the proposal was always viewed by both
the Commonwealth and State as a central planning
activity, and consequently, it evolved a centralised
organisational structure (Howlett 1996:iii). Severa
commentators suggest that other substantial
limitations to the process existed from the early
stages, including (Howlett 1996:46):
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« thelimited prior knowledge by government of the
region, regiona planning and Aboriginal land
interests,

e theprocesswasinitially perceived as aresource
inventory and much of the research activity was
undertaken directly by government agencies.

A task force (support unit) was finally appointed in
late 1992 to oversee CY PLUS, and the broad range of
skills represented among the peopl e appointed hel ped
to allay fears. The task force members were
considered to have the right expertise and experience
to complete the task. However, Howlett (1996:83)
notes that:

The jurisdiction over land and resource useis a
contentious and unresolved issue between the States
and the Commonwealth, the reality [being] that the
States have tended to retain the...decision making
power.

Indeed, the Queensland Government insisted that the
task force be employed by, and report directly to, the
Department of the Premier, Economic Development
and Trade (Howlett 1996:46—7). This outcome
became central to anumber of critical problemsfaced
by the CYPLUS task force as planning proceeded.

The establishment of institutional arrangements
and procedures

Because CYPLUSwas ajoint initiative of the
Queensland and Commonweslth governments, the
funding was based on matching grants from each.
Each project undertaken within the CYPLUS
framework was to be directly funded by the
appropriate Commonwealth or State body. The work
was to be done in three stages (Howlett 1996:50):

e Stagel (1994); data collection, issues
identification, analysis of opportunities and
congtraints for future land use;

e Stagell (1995); development of strategic
directionsfor land and resource use in the form of
principles, policies and mechanisms; and

e Stagelll (1995-); strategy implementation,
initially running concurrently with Stage I1.

An Intergovernmental Steering Committee of State
and Commonwealth representatives, was established
in 1990 to coordinate the study and to establish the
task force and its principles and procedures. The task
force was to oversee the implementation of the
CYPLUS programs (Howlett 1996:56). Overall
management would rest with the steering committee;
day-to-day management with the task force from its
office in Cairns. The Queensland Government’s
participation in the committee was to be coordinated

through an inter-departmental committee managed by
Office of the Coordinator General, an agency
“committed to the development of the state's
resources’ (Howlett 1996:57). To oversee Stagel, the
steering committee was later replaced by an inter-
governmental management committee. This
committee was co-chaired by the Commonwealth
Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories
and the Office of the Coordinator General. It also
became aforum for policy discussion; recommending
“operating principles and administrative
arrangements for Stages |1 and I11” (Howlett
1996:57-8).

During Stage|, thetask force reported to the Office of
the Coordinator General, based in Brisbane. Stage |
cost $7.65 million, shared dollar-for-dollar between
the Queensland and Commonwealth governments
(CYPLUS-on-line). Within Stage | there were two
research programs:. the Natural Resources Analysis
Program (NRAP) and the Land Use Program. A
public participation program involving residents,
government, business and industry, and community
groups was also established to facilitate community
input into the two research programs (Howlett
1996:83). The public was to be involved from the
start in deciding what datawere needed inthe NRAP,
which would then go into the Land Use Program
(Howlett 1996:50). Public input was a so to be sought
for the design of the program.

The Natural Resources Analysis Program

NRAP “wasto collect and interpret base data on the
natural resources of Cape York Peninsula’ (Howlett
1996:51). Some 60% of theoverall CY PLUSfunding
was allocated to this purpose and the information was
stored in aGl Susing Arclnfo asthe operating system.
Howlett (1996:51) suggests that, in total, the NRAP
consisted of 19 research projects, as follows:

Vegetation Survey Land Resource Survey

Terrestrial Fauna Survey

Bedrock Geological Data
Digitising

GIS Creation and
Maintenance

Wetland Fauna Survey

Environmental Region
Analysis

Coastal Environment
Geoscience Survey

Groundwater Investigation

Mineral Resource Inventory
Marine Plan Distribution
GIS Development and
Queensland Maintenance
Fish Fauna Survey

Regolith Terrain Mapping
Airborne Geophysical
Survey

Insect Fauna Survey
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Flora Data and Fauna
Distribution

FINDAR System

Golden Shouldered Parrot
Conservation Management

A central aspect of NRAP and thereforethe Land Use
Program wasthe creation of aGI S database to support
the collection, analysis and display of natural
resource, social and economic dataarising from Stage
I (McNaught et al 1994:4). The processesfollowedin
establishing the database as set out by McNaught et
al. (1994:4-5) involved:

e amemorandum of understanding among
participating agencies over the contribution and
use of datato the GIS;

» access licences negotiated for “nominated
CYPLUS participants’;

e auser'smanual produced and distributed to all
NRAP and Land Use Program projects.

The CYPLUS GIS database was used for two main
purposesin Stage |: (i) the evaluation of related
information from the project (NRAP); and (ii) the use
of datafrom project-to-project to create new data
(Land Use Program) (McNaught et al. 1995:5). The
database was to then be employed in Stage 1 to
evauate land use options and management strategies
viaan information system that would support users
needs in long-term management regimes (McNaught
et al. 1995:5).

The Land Use Program

The Land Use Program was approved in April 1994
by the inter-governmental management committee.
The scope and objectives of the information studies
were developed by cross-sectoral community and
government working groups. These groups included
Aboriginal and Torres Strait |slander people, graziers,
conservation groups, shire councils, and other
Peninsula residents. The objective was to encourage
participation in information collection for land use
planning in a grass-roots, community-based and
cross-sectoral way (CYPLUS-on-line). TheLand Use
Program “wasto collect information about economic,
environmental, social and cultural issues related to
the sustainable development of [the Cape]” (Howlett
1996:52). The research priorities were to be
determined by community groups through the Public
Participation Program. Asaresult, Howlett (1996:51)
states that there eventually were 24 research projects
undertaken within the Land Use Program, mostly by
one-off consultancies. Topics of the projects were:
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Surface Water Resources
Feral and Pest Animals

Conservation and Natural
Heritage Assessment

Land Degradation and Soil
Erosion

Values Needs and

Fire
Weeds

Conservation and National
Park Management

Population

Service and Infrastructure

Aspirations

Transport Services and Economic Assessment

Infrastructure

Traditional Activities Secondary and Tertiary

Industries

Mineral Resource
Potential/ Mining Industry

Pastoral Industry

Commercial and Non-
commercial Fisheries

Forest Resources

Other Primary Industries Tourism Industry

Indigenous Management of ~ Current Land Use

Land and Sea

Current Administrative
Structures

Land Tenure

At the end of Stage |, a consultancy was also
established outside the Land Use Program to explore
the potential land use strategy models for CYPLUS
(Focusand Campbell 1994). The object of the project
was to investigate land use planning model s that may
have been applicable to the CYPLUS project, an
activity that would have been better have been carried
out at the start of CYPLUS. The report examined
seven ‘models’ of land use planning and placed them
within an ESD framework. The models examined
were:

« the economic renewa model (economically
sustainable development)

e catchment management models;
* regional planning models;

« theintegrated regiona environmental
development planning model;

» performance based planning mode!;
 indigenous participation models; and

e community based management models (Focus
and Campbell 1994).

The consultancy concluded that “...each model has
pluses and minuses for its application to land use
planning within the CY PLUS region. A combination
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of aspects from several models will need to be
adopted to provide for al issuesraised...” (by
stakeholders; Focus and Campbell 1994).

The Land Use Program was critical to future policy
decisionsin the CYPLUS process, and wasto be
controlled by working groups established through the
Public Participation Program (Howlett 1996:71). The
working groups, with the task force, would determine
the terms of reference for reports, and would then
collaborate with researchers over their findings
(Howlett 1996:71). However, delaysin the inter-
governmental management committee approval of
funding for projects for the Program left only six
months for their completion. Consultants were
employed directly by the Office of the Coordinator
General, returning power to the hands of established
bureaucratic structures. It was believed by many
Public Participation Program participants that the
delays would compromise community acceptance of
the CYPLUS program (Howlett 1996:72).

Howlett (1996:73-5) demonstrates this by following
the passage of one of the Land Use Program projects,
showing some of the problems that arose from the
Coordinator General’s central control over Stagel.
The report’ s accuracy was contested by members of
interest groups within the relevant working group,
and a meeting of interest group representatives was
allowed to scrutinise the report. Finally, the
Queensland government department responsible for
that jurisdiction was allowed to exert substantial
influence over the report’ s fate. The report has yet to
be published. These and other delaysto the Land Use
Program projects meant that many working groups
had disbanded by the time the reports were finished.
The reports proceeded, unseen by the task force or
working groups, directly to the Office of the
Coordinator General. This gave the Office “total
discretionary power concerning the acceptance of
these reports’ (Howlett 1996:76).

The Public Participation Program

The Public Participation Program for Stage | of
CYPLUSwasinitially regarded as “very progressive
and received wide support despite early scepticism”
(Roughly 1995:6). However, although it was
recommended by consultants that the public should
be involved in the “ data collection, identification of
communities and interest groups...[and] key issuesin
the study and design of the Program” (Craig, cited in
Howlett 1996:53), the NRAP began without
consultation. Public participation was facilitated
through community group funding and was organised
into three working groups—Nature, Land, People—
and an ESD Coordinating Group to “coordinate
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community and special interest groups’ (Howlett
1996:54). An “Aborigina and Islander Group” was
established for cross-cultural communication and to
ensure indigenous interests were accounted for
(Howlett 1996:54). “The principles of the [Public
Participation Program] were to be openness,
accessibility and honesty” (Howlett 1996:54). Five
community groups received funds to participate:

» Cape York Peninsula Development Association,
including small business, primary industry and
tourism;

e Cape York Peninsula Pastoral Advisory Group;

* CapeYork Land Council, including abroad range
of Aboriginal interests;

» Carnsand Far North Environment Centre; and

e Cook Shire Council, incorporating local
government interests.

The Public Participation Program within Stage | used
the “standard public participation tools; convening
workshops and public meetings; attending
community meetings, meetings with representative
groups and individuals’ (Howlett 1996:66). Working
groups analysed land use issues and their criteriafor
sustainability, and draft reports were publicly
reviewed. Total funding to the Program was onethird
that of the NRAP, reflecting the greater importance
accorded to datathan to public participation (Howlett
1996:68).

CYPLUS Stage | I—from Centralised to
Decentralised Control

At the end of Stage |, there were many data and
empowered regional stakeholders, but no clear or
equitable arrangementsfor the negotiation of policies
and strategies. The new-found negotiating strength of
theregional community fundamentally influenced the
State' s acceptance of the need to form a community-
based Cape Y ork Regiona Advisory Group
(CYRAG) asthekey forumfor strategy development.
Thefinal CYRAG report notes (CYRAG 1997:10):

While CYPLUS isajoint initiative of the
Commonwealth and Queensland governments, the
development of the Strategy during Stage |1 has been
directed by, and under the stewardship of, the CY RAG.
Therole of this broadly based stakeholder group has
been to initiate, develop and finalise recommendations
on the vision, policies, strategies and actions for the
sustainable land use, and economic and social
development of Cape Y ork Peninsula.

CYRAG comprised members of 15 community-
based stakeholder groups. Key Commonwealth and
Stage agencies were ex-officio members only. A
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small secretariat and management group and the State
interdepartmental committee were maintained to
support the process. During Stage I, CYRAG
members formed smaller working groups to address
specific issues. There was limited time and
opportunity for detailed community consultation in
the formation of the strategy. The draft was opened
for public review when completed in October 1996.

Mobbs (1997:13) considers that the “wide range of
strategies and proposals developed by the CYRAG
perhaps reflects the difference in priorities between
community and government”. The consensus-based
strategy is much more focused on developing an
integrated and equitable framework for future
decision-making and on specific project priorities
rather than a definitive structure plan. Mobbs
(1997:13) noted, however, that “governments were
al so seeking some clear recommendations and
directionsfrom CYRAG on preferred land uses ..." .
She states (Mobbs 1997:14) that:

Broadly speaking...CY RAG resisted government
expectations and pressure to produce such an outcome,
deferring these decision for Stage I11. The Strategy
recommends “aformal assessment of the significance
of natural and cultural values at the regiona, state,
national and international level aswell asthe
determination of management needsfor their protection
CYRAG 1997:159)". It is understood that such an
assessment must underpin the framework devel oped for
future decision making. The fact this assessment
remains to be completed (after spending five years and
over nine million dollars), was a concern raised by
many participants and observers of the CYPLUS
process.

The State and Federal governments recently finalised
their response to the CY RAG Strategy. In the
disbursement of the $40 million allocated to the
implementation of CYPLUS by the Commonwealth,
priorities were largely set entirely by State and
Federal government agencies, and focused on non
controversial issues such as land purchases for
conservation, property management planning and
enhancing protected area infrastructure.

Assessing CYPLUS against regional planning
principles

The start of the NRAP program before the Public
Participation Program in Stage | engendered
community suspicion about the CY PLUS project, and
the data collected reflected bureaucratic perspectives
of importance of information rather than the “values
and beliefs of the residents...” (Howlett 1996:53).
Reflecting on the GIS component of the project,
McNaught et al. 1995:14) suggests that:
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It wasaclearly recognised weakness of CYPLUS Stage
| that no user needs analysis was undertaken to clearly
identify and specify data needs to support CYPLUS
goals. Thiswould have: (i) developed a clearly
formulated set of information needs for CYPLUS,; (ii)
raised the awareness of stakeholders; (iii) identified
users outside government agencies... Project proposals
could then have been formed to be consistent with the
defined user needs and not along the line of what
agencies anticipated would be applicable.

Howlett (1996:53-4) suggests that thisindicated that
public participation in Stage | was to be
circumscribed from the start and that data collection
was viewed primarily as atechnical matter. The
planning process, couched in terms of public
participation and decentralised planning, more
resembled a synoptic approach (Howlett 1996:62).
Thistreatment of NRAP made the implementation of
a Public Participation Program a difficult task
(Howlett 1996:65).

Therelationship between thetask force and the Office
of the Coordinator General in Stage | has been
described as both combative and difficult (Lane
1992). The bureaucratic imperatives of the Office,
charged with State development, were incompatible
with the decentralist approach of the task force
(Howlett 1996:59). Although the working groups did
not agree on final land uses, they did agree in their
disappointment at the Office of the Coordinator
General’s dominant role in determining CYPLUS
processes (Howlett 1996:60).

The Stage | Public Participation Program was
established by the task forcein 1992 to ensure the
participation of all stakeholderswith aninterest inthe
Cape, and to ensure their equitable representation for
effective participation (Howlett 1996:65).
Community groups, however, believed the State
government was not committed to the idea of public
participation, aview they considered was frequently
reinforced by the State’ s actions. Nevertheless, many
community groupsthat had been empowered through
public participation, strengthened their bargaining
capacity and their ability to effect planning strategies.
The effectiveness of the public participation program
facilitated by the CYPLUS task force was
“counteracted by a bureaucratic organisation that
refused to relinquish decision making power”
(Howlett 1996:70).

A demonstration of the focus on centralised control
during Stage | was the announcement (before the
1995 Queensland election) of the Cape Y ork
Wilderness Zone by the then Premier, Wayne Goss.
This was done without consultation with remaining
CYPLUS staff, and at atime when anumber of Stage
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| Land Use Program reports had yet to be delivered.
Howlett (1996:78) concludesthat “the major land use
decision to emanate from the CY PLUS project was
based on data obtained through the NRAP project
[not through the Land Use Program as was expected]
and wasused for mattersof political expediency” (see
also Roughley 1995:7). This decision led to
considerable conflict, with the pastoral sector in
particular considering that itsinitial scepticism of the
CYPLUS process was well founded (Roughley
1995:7).

Despite the centralised nature of Stagel, the
constrained Public Participation Program was
extremely successful in empowering regional
stakehol dersto both communi cate among themselves
and to articulate their own viewsfor the futurefor the
region. Howlett (1996:81) notes that “...stakeholders
had been sufficiently empowered by the bargaining
process facilitated by CYPLUS (Stage 1) that they
circumvented CY PLUS in order to obtain their
favoured land use outcomes for the Cape’. Thiswas
demonstrated by the acceptance of CYRAG asthe
primary planning group in the development of key
strategiesand policiesin Stage|. Mobbs (1997) states
that “...the problemsin Stage | were probably
instrumental in galvanising community groups to
‘take charge’ and pursue the community-driven
approach of Stagell”. Concurrently, although beyond
the State-driven confines of the CYPLUS process,
problems with Stage | also provided abasis for the
negotiation of the Cape Y ork PeninsulaLand Use
Agreement between Aboriginal, pastoral and
conservation interests. This agreement was rejected
by the Borbidge Coalition government when in came
to power in 1996.

Despite a community-based group undertaking
multiparty negotiationsin Stage 11, the fundamental
flaws with which the entire CY PLUS process was
established meant that CY RAG had its own
limitations. In particular, Mobbs (1997) says that
significant problems for CY RAG were:

« perceptionsthat CY RAG representativeswere not
accountable to their constituency;

e thelack of time and resources available for
consulting on the strategic options devel oped by
CYRAG back at the grass-roots level; and

» the ex-officio role of government contributing to
lack of government support and guidance during
negotiations.

It was this last point which has the potential to most
comprehensively undermine the future
implementation of the CYRAG strategies. At this
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point, it isentirely possible that the original
stakeholders empowered by the CYPLUS/CY RAG
process will have limited say in the allocation of
Federa and State government resources and support
for implementation.

5.4.2 Comprehensiveregional assessmentsin
Australian forests

Theforest use debate

Nativeforest management has been acontentiousand
publicly divisive issuein Australia since the 1960s.
With the possible exception of the Franklin Dam
controversy in the early 1980s, few environmental
issues have had the capacity to engender the level of
public debate seen in relation to forest matters.
Routley (1974), Watson (1990), and more recently
Taylor (1994) describe the debate. Notable examples
of the conflict can be drawn from most States. In
Queendand, thisincludes the wet tropics and Fraser
Island. In New South Wales, it includes the North
East Forests, including TerraniaCreek and Chaelundi
State forests, and the South East Forests. In Victoria,
East Gippsland (including the Errinundra Plateau)
was amajor dispute focus. Finaly, the export
woodchip debate has affected several States,
including Tasmania and Western Australia

Typicaly, the area or region at issue has included
rainforest and moist closed eucalypt forests, usually
in coastal areas. Only in recent times has there been
any significant attention to the drier and generaly
more extensive forest and woodland communities
which typify Australia’ srangelands. Theissueis
often cast as two dimensional—forest utilisation
(frequently logging or woodchipping) versus forest
preservation. In reality the issues are far more
complex, involving questions of science, sociology,
economics, management and public policy. Although
they areintegral to ecologically sustainable
development, socia considerations have often been
overlooked or not well integrated into forest planning.

Forests are valued for arange of reasons. They are
storehouses of biodiversity and protect environmental
capital intheform of soilsand watersheds. They have
great recreational, aesthetic and spiritual appeal. They
also provide basic resources—timber and, along with
the non-forested landscape, mineral and extractive
resources—and opportunities for industries such as
grazing and apiculture. Whiletherelative importance
of native forests in wood production has diminished
with the increasing availability of plantation-grown
timber, native hardwood forests are likely to play an
important role as a resource base for some time to
come. Socially, forests are valued both vicariously
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and, in amore utilitarian sense, as sources of raw
materialson which mainly rural communities depend,
directly or indirectly, for their livelihoods.

The forest debate is therefore characterised by
competition. That competition has many aspects,
including economics, science, traditions and deeply
held values and beliefs. The competition is
compounded by different levels of skill and ability
amongst stakeholders to influence government
planning, and further by tenure and property rights
associated with forest areas. The vast magjority are
publicly owned or, as is the case with Queensland’s
rangelands, held under Crown leasehold.

Multidisciplinary planning and negotiation
for forests—the CRA process

The Australian governments agreed through the
signing of the National Forest Policy Statement in
1992 (Commonwealth of Australia, 1992) to establish
a comprehensive forest assessment and planning
process known as Comprehensive Regional
Assessment (CRA). CRA, it was hoped, would bring
some long-term resolution to the forest use debate.
Under the Regional Forest Agreements (RFAS) that
follow from CRA, areas of forests are set aside in
formal or informal conservation reservesor otherwise
protected through prescriptions to ensure the
maintenance of forest biodiversity and other natural
and cultural values. Through the RFA, processes are
also put in place to ensure forests are managed in an
ecologically sustainable manner. The third key
outcome of the RFA then follows: the establishment
of an environment where the forest industries and
forest-dependent communities may plan with asense
of improved certainty, thereby encouraging, amongst
other things, increased investment in value-added
processing.

Other attempts at multidisciplinary planning in
forests pre-date the development of CRAS. These
include the Forest and Forest Industries Council of
Tasmania. Sanderson (1992:182) considers the 1990
establishment of the Forest and Forest Industries
Council of Tasmaniato resolve a seemingly
intractable State-wide forest management dispute as
one of Australia’ s first multidisciplinary negotiation
roundtables. This process did eventually strike
troubl e as constituents of thefive Green Independents
in Tasmania s parliament became dissatisfied with
key elements of the resulting Forest Reform Plan.
Nonetheless, many of the principles attempted in this
negotiatory approach have been brought forward into
contemporary CRA procedures. Another more
localised model which can be cited is the Conondale
Range Land Use Study (Queensland Department of
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Forestry, 1992), where multidisciplinary forest
assessment and highly participatory planning were
used successfully to resolve along-standing forest
land-use conflict.

The RFAs themselves are agreements between the
Commonwealth and State governments. They will
stand for 20 years with provision for periodic review
and will be supported by legislation. As
Commonwealth statutory interests are factored into
the CRA process, the Commonwealth for its part will
not exercise certain of its statutory powers, for
exampleover theexport of forest products, over areas
covered by RFAs.

CRA processes are under way or have been
completed in five Australian States: Queensland,
Victoria, Tasmania, New South Wales and Western
Australia. In Queensland, the processis currently
being implemented over approximately 1.5 million
hectares of predominantly publicly-owned forest in
the south-east Queensland biogeographic region. The
second priority covers the very extensive Southern
Brigalow biogeographic region. These are the most
important regionsfor the native forest timber industry
in the State, accounting for approximately 80% of
native timber log volume (cypress pine and
hardwood). Other biogeographic regions are also
identified as subject areas for the CRA processin the
future. Map 3 illustrates the regions where CRA
processes are currently under way, planned or
recently completed throughout Australia.

An overview of the CRA/RFA planning
processin Queensland

The planning processes used in the various
participating States to develop RFAs vary according
to circumstances, including previous reviews of the
forest sector and stakeholder views. This case study
focuses on the way in which CRAs are being
implemented in Queensland, athough in many
respects the principles apply also to the processin
other States. In general, however, the CRA/RFA
process tends to be highly centralised, involving a
Commonweal th/State Steering Committee, some
mechanism for consultation with peak stakeholder
bodies, and a series of technical committees which
develop and implement assessment projectsto fill
gapsin existing data.

There are typically several distinct stagesin
developing an RFA. First is an assessment stage
involving gathering of additional data on natural,
cultural, economic and social values associated
with forests where existing data are deficient.
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Regional forest agreement areas
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Next, dataare synthesised or integrated in preparation
for the major stage of the process that involves the
development and evaluation of forest land-use
options. Thefinal stage involves government-to-
government negotiation to finalise the RFA. Key
points to note are that the assessment stage involves
gathering data on all aspects of forest conservation
and use, including economic and socia values, and
that asfar as possiblein the planning phase, al values
will be considered simultaneously. The planning
process to be used at this stage in Queensland will be
highly participatory and will be assisted through the
use of planning support technologies (described
below) as an aid to process transparency and
equitable data accessibility. At least indicative data
on socia and economic opportunity costs, aswell as
potential gains, will beimmediately available to
planners and stakeholders alike as options are being
developed. Periodically, or asfeasible options start to
emerge, more intensive and detailed processes of
economic and social impact assessment will be
implemented with some degree of direct community
involvement.

One important issue for the planning stage of the
processisthe lack of generally accepted criteriafor
assessing social and economic values associated with
forests, either as ameans of limiting impacts or
promoting social or economic objectives for forest
industries or dependent communities. Although they
have been surrounded by much controversy since
their development in 1996, nationally agreed criteria
do exist for the protection of forest biodiversity and
cultural values (JANIS, 1996). These criteria
establish some broad benchmarks for key
conservation values—for example, inclusion of 15%
of the pre-European representation of each forest
community within the reserve system. While these
criteriaare not meant to be applied prescriptively and
need to beinterpreted in termsof their potential social
and economic consequences, the lack of formal
criteriafor socia and economic values nevertheless
could be seen as placing those values on an unequal
footing with respect to natural and cultural heritage
values. Oneway of addressing thisisto develop a set
of objectives for economic and social aswell as
environmental and cultural valuesto guide the option
development stage of the process. Such objectives
will be devel oped with stakeholder involvement in
Queensand and have been developed and applied in
RFAsin other States.
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Community involvement in CRA

The forests debate affects a broad cross-section of
interests, either directly or indirectly. Thisincludes
various industry groups, conservation organisations,
indigenous representative bodies, unions, local
government and rural advocacy groups, in particular
those representing small timber dependent
communities. The broader community also hasa
general interest in the forest debate.

Given the significance of the issues and the range of
stakeholders, it isimperative if consensusisto be
built that the community has ample opportunity to
participate in the CRA process and that negotiation
between stakeholder groups is encouraged.
Community involvement in CRA thus needs to be
provided for at two broad levels. First, the procedures
for developing CRASs need to provide for negotiation
between stakeholder groups, through their
representative bodies, in the process of developing
forest land-use options. These issues are discussed
below, under negotiatory and participatory aspects of
the process. Second, procedures for community
participation also need to provide for broad input,
keeping communitiesinformed of the progress of the
CRA process and aso, at the sub-regiona level, to
help identify areas of significance to communities.

Unfortunately, environmental stakeholders have
chosen to withdraw in whole or part from the RFA
processes in some other States. This may be
interpreted as asignal of some fundamental
inadequacy of processin those jurisdictions, or
aternatively as strategic behaviour on the part of
those stakeholders who may feel that their objectives
can better be met outside the process. In either case it
compromisesthe process asamechanismfor building
public consensus and long term stability on the
question of forest use.

In Queensland, all key stakeholders through their
representative bodies, remain committed to and active
participants in the CRA/RFA process. While
negotiations on key issues are often protracted and
arduous, their continued commitment to the process
will result in more durable outcomes enjoying broad
community support. Reasonswhich may be advanced
for the continuing support of all stakeholdersin
Queensland are the commitment to openness and
transparency of process, significant levels of State as
well as Commonwealth resourcing for stakeholder
participation, and a commitment to addressing issues
ontheir scientific merit. Theseprinciplesapply across
all aspects of the process, as distinct from amore
prescriptive approach based on the aforementioned
‘nationally agreed’ criteria.
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Frameworksfor negotiation

A number of institutional arrangements exist to
support negotiation between stakeholders within the
CRA process.

At the national level, the Commonwealth has
established a National Forest Reference Group with
membership drawn from key national stakeholders.
The group will provide advice and feedback to
Commonwealth Ministers on the implementation of
key policies and strategies related to forest resources
and forest industries. The National Reference Group
also provides aforum for debate and negotiation
between stakeholders at the national level. Examples
of issues discussed within this forum include the
previously described ‘national criteria for
developing forest conservation reserves and genera
approaches proposed for implementing key stages of
the process.

Queensgland has established a Forest Reference Panel
comprised of representatives of State peak industry
bodies, conservation organisations, indigenous
representative bodies, unions, local government and
the Forest Protection Society representing the
interests of rural communities. The Forest Working
Group is convened to discuss a wide range of issues
pertinent to CRA and other matters within the forest
policy areaand to assist in the preparation of advice
to State Ministers. The Working Group forms the
main negotiatory structure for CRA in Queensland.
To date, this body has been able to develop agreed
positions on many critical issues including the scope
of the assessment process and the terms of interim
forest management arrangements pending completion
of the RFA. In the future it is expected that the
reference panel will beclosely involvedin developing
forest land use options, including negotiating trade-
offs between environmental and socio-economic
values.

Given the significance of the Working Group asakey
negotiating forum, the effectiveness of the various
State peak bodies to represent their regional and sub-
regional constituencies and to maintain good two-
way information flows at all levels becomes very
important. In recent timesin the Queensland process,
it has become evident that the various peak
representative bodies are having difficulties
caucusing with their constituencies and maintaining
effective two-way communication. The problem is
made more difficult given the amount of information
to be assimilated and assessed as the process
approachesthe compl etion of the assessment and data
gathering phase, and the extremely tight time frames
imposed by governments. The official completion
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date for thefirst of the Queensland RFAs was set for
June 1998, although December seems more redlistic.
Steps taken to improve the functioning of the
reference panel include some adjustmentsto its
membership, the provision of additional resourcing to
representative bodies to assist their internal
networking and an increased communications effort
by State and Commonwealth governments, including
co-funding of acommunications officer with regional
liaison responsibilities.

In response to specific issues and concerns raised by
the indigenous representative bodies, the Queendand
and Commonwealth governments have also recently
agreed to the formation of an Indigenous I ssues
Working Group to specifically consider indigenous
matters pertaining to the development and
implementation of RFAs in Queensland.

Under the Queensland and some other State RFA
processes, the Stakeholder Reference Panel also has
representatives who sit on the Steering Committee.
All stakeholders have the right to attend and
participate in meetings of the various technical
committees. Finalisation of the RFA, however, will
be by government-to-government negotiation.

An interesting variation to the above pattern for
community involvement and negotiation in the RFA
process was applied in developing the recently
completed Tasmanian RFA. In that situation, because
of the reluctance of stakeholder bodies to work
together ‘acrossthetable’ in the process, the
Tasmanian Public Land Use Commission (TPLUC,
1997) established a system of stakeholder mentors.
The mentors consulted with assigned stakehol der
organisations and brought those views forward to
negotiations with the governments. By all accounts,
and subject to the proviso that environmental
stakeholders largely withdrew from the Tasmanian
process, the PLUC model appears to have worked
well in Tasmania

The next most important mechanism for promoting
negotiation among stakeholdersistheland-use option
development process itself. As previously discussed,
social and economic valueswill, asfar aspossible, be
incorporated at an early stage in planning.
Stakeholders will participate in the development of
environmental, economic and social objectives that
will provide key reference points to the devel opment
of forest use options. Stakeholderswill again be
involved in the application and interpretation of those
objectives through their participation in the planning
phase of the process. A planning support tool,
discussed below, will be an important facilitating
mechanism at this stage. In addition to providing a
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pal ette for the development of forest land use options,
the capacity of information technologies to display
environmental aswell as economic and social
information, and the interrel ationship between these
factorsin real time, will be of significant benefit in
promoting informed negotiation among stakehol ders.
The use of such information technologies is thus
critical is presenting technical information to
underpin negotiation in the option development
phase.

A further mechanism for promoting negotiation and
equity in the planning process has been the
establishment of social assessment capacities by both
the Commonwealth and Queensland governments.
Queensdand has awell established tradition of social
assessment and impact assessment of major
development proposals through agencies within the
State Department of Families, Y outh and Community
Care. Thisresourceis available as a support to the
social assessment capabilities directly incorporated
into the CRA/RFA structure in Queensland.

The Aboriginal community also has interestsin the
native forest estate. For the purposes of developing
the south-east Queendand RFA, the three Native
Title representative bodies appointed under the
provisions of the Commonwealth Native Title Act
each have seats on the RFA Stakeholder Reference
Panel. In addition, the Steering Committee has
recently agreed to the formation of a special
Indigenous I ssues Working Group to provide for
further discussion on matters specifically related to
indigenous interestsin forests. Indigenous
community representatives have also been involved
in devel oping assessment projectswhichwill compile
dataon indigenous cultural heritage values of forests.
In the future, indigenous communities are also likely
to haveadirect involvement in management planning
processes for the protection of places of cultural
significancein State Forests, National Parksand other
forested public land.

Participatory aspects of the CRA process

Given the breadth of interest, geographical size of the
planning regions and levels of ability of stakeholders
to participate in the CRA process, arange of
participatory mechanismsis being employed. The
most important of theseis the previously mentioned
Stakeholder Reference Panel. The make-up of the
panel has been previously described. It includes
representatives of all major stakeholder bodiesandis
independently chaired. A possible deficiency in the
make up of this panel islack of representation on
behalf of recreational users of forests (campers, four-
wheel-drive enthusiasts, bushwalkers and so on).
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These interests are not covered by one or two peak
representative bodies, and their inclusion in the
reference panel has not yet been possible. Instead,
provision will need to be made at later stages for
comment on forest land use options by the recreation
fraternity. The Steering Committee also considers
reguestsfor addition of new organisationsto the panel
from time to time.

Stakeholders represented on the reference panel can
apply for Commonwealth and State funding to
facilitate their participation. This covers not just the
cost of attending meetings, but extendsin some cases
to engagement of consultantsby stakeholder bodiesto
assist their participation, particularly in technical
aspects of CRA. To further assist the transparency of
the assessment and planning process and to provide
for informed participation by stakeholders,
government agencies are also making technical
assessment data readily available to stakeholders,
excepting commercial-in-confidence data and data
which are culturally or otherwise sensitive. The
assessment data will also be publicly availablein a
summarised form at the end of the assessment stage of
the process.

Government officials have also conducted a series of
public meetings through the south-east Queensland
region. These meetings were intended more as
information dissemination to the broader community
in order to build awareness of the process and to
respond to issues and concerns at the community
level. There will be further follow-up public displays
at key stagesin the process, particularly at the
completion of the data gathering stage and again at
the end of the option development stage in order to
present draft forest use optionsto the public. The
|atter stage will be followed by aformal period of
public consultation during which written comments
will beinvited. Governments are also currently
considering options for community involvement
directly inthe social and economicimpact assessment
processes, providing for amore in-depth level of
public participation in the finalisation of forest land-
use options over and above the opportunity to
comment on the forest land-use options themselves.

Technical aspects of the planning process

The use of technical planning tools and information
technology will play an important rolein supporting
the CRA processin Queensland, asisalso thecasein
other States. With the number of information themes
involved and the volume of data, technological
planning tools will provide a means for storing,
handling and presenting information for all facets of
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the planning process, including community
involvement and negotiation.

Technologies and tools employed will include spatial
(Geographic Information Systems) and non-spatial
databases. Expert knowledge will aso be built in to
display relationships between data themes so that, for
example, the opportunity costs of allocating forest
land to a conservation reserve can beindicated in rea
time. The planning support tool will aso incorporate
amodule for allocating units of forest to potential
alternative land uses and to periodically or
progressively report on the level of satisfaction of
objectives and criteriafor the reserve system. In this
way, planners and stakeholders can build up forest
land-use options with a knowledge of the level of
target achievement and, simultaneously, indicative
social and economic opportunity costs. Alternatively,
these planning technologies may be used to develop
forest use options that seek to optimise across
environmental, economic and social values. While
similar planning tools have been devel oped for RFAS
in other jurisdictions, a notable advance in
Queensland’ s case is the improved level of reporting
of social values, in particular the ability to model
potential impacts of resource withdrawal and to link
those affected communities with accepted indices of
community sensitivity to change.

The planning support tool will also be compatible
with systems used for estimating sustainable wood
flows and with models for optimising the forest
industries post RFA based on forest areas available
for wood production and sustainable levels of supply
for arange of values and products. Within this
context, environmental modeling techniques have
been usefully applied to provide an initial estimate of
the pre-European distribution of forest communities
(eg. the use of Environmental Domain Analysis).
Modeling techniques could aso play auseful rolein
enhancing biodiversity data, for example through the
modeling of species or habitat distribution.

The use of these planning support technologies will
provide an important tool within the CRA public
participation and negotiatory processes. It will
provide a palette for the development of forest use
options, alow for periodic testing of the level of
satisfaction against agreed planning criteriaand
targets, reveal indicative social and economic
opportunity costsand provideavisual front end to the
supporting data bases. In so doing it should promote
anobjective, iterative processfor setting agreed forest
land use options.

Summary and assessment of the CRA
planning processin Queensland

The CRA/RFA process represents an attempt to apply
arational comprehensive planning model to addressa
long-term resource management and land use issue.
The debate itself raises a complex set of issues
covering conservation values, economics and social
science while at the same time confronting strongly
divergent and deeply held views. Under those
circumstances, it is perhaps naive to believe that
CRA/RFA will produce an outcome that will be
supported by all players, or that the processitself will
meet the needs of al players. Nevertheless, CRA/
RFA doesrepresent asignificant attempt at tackling a
complex and persistent problem with community
involvement in the long-term best interest of the
community and industry.

Given the foregoing description the following

prospective assessment of the CRA processis

provided, based on some of the key criteriafor
assessing regional planning processes.

1. TheCRA processwill promote equity in land-use
decision-making by providing a variety of
opportunities for stakeholder participation.
Consultation and negotiation processes will be
made more effective through resourcing of key
stakeholder groups and through provision of
information to allow effective and informed
participation.

2. Efficiency in relation to a process such as CRA
may be considered in relation to two sub-themes:
efficiency in the gathering and use of information,
and efficiency of the overall planning processin
terms of effort expended and achievement or
improvement of outcomes. In relation to the
information theme, every effort will be made to
use existing land resource, economic and social
data wherever possible. Where additional
assessment effort has been identified through gap
analysis, the scoping of assessment projects has
been guided by a consideration of how those data
will contribute to desired project outcomes. Data
efficiency considerations are thusin-built at an
early stage and should minimise superfluous data
collection. Efficiency is much harder to assess or
to predict in the case of the overall process. With
the complexity of issuesinvolved, the diversity of
opinions, and the desire to consult widely, therisk
exists that processes may become bogged-down
or unproductive unless afocus on outcomesis
maintained and skilful process and project
management practices are applied.
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3. Asapublicly funded process implemented by
government, CRA is ultimately accountable
through the action Ministers at State and
Commonwealth level. Steering Committees are
established between the Commonwealth and each
of the Statesinvolved to guide theimplementation
of the CRA processes, including the approval of
assessment projects, establishment of milestones,
periodic reviews of progress and addressing any
policy issues which arise. Nationa and, in
Queendand' s case, State peak consultative
mechanisms have also been established to provide
regular inputs to the process and to assist in
provision of policy advice to Ministers.

4. Integration of natural, cultural, economic and
social values will be strongly emphasised
throughout the CRA process. While formal
criteriafor the protection of forest biodiversity
and other aspects of the natural and cultural
environment will provideimportant guidelinesfor
the development of land-use options, economic
and social impacts, and meansfor mitigating those
impacts will be fully integrated into the option
development process. Economic and social
assessments are proceeding in parallel with
assessment of the natural and cultural values of
forests, while the planning framework itself will
promote an integrated approach.

5.4.3 Murray-Darling Basin Commission

The Murray—Darling Basin (MDB) covers much of
south-eastern Australiaand includeslarge areas of the
country’ sprimefarming and grazing country (MDBC
1995). Over 1.8 million people live in the catchment
and a further million are ‘heavily’ dependent on its
water resources. The MDB produces over 40% of the
national agricultural output with asubstantial flow-on
to manufacturing. There is aso significant mining
and tourism activity and other water dependent
industries. The MDB incorporates significant
biodiversity, including both a pine and desert regions
(MDBC 1995), but also has a number of serious
problems. These include:—widespread dryland and
irrigation salinity; increasing water pollution;
increasing loss of indigenous flora and fauna, and
blue—green algal blooms. These problems range
across many State jurisdictions (MDBC 1995; ERIN
1995).

Thereisasignificant history of inter-jurisdictional
conflict associated with management of the MDB
(Crabb 1991:148). Management processes within it
(see Map 4) over the last 10 years, however, are
demonstrating that planning and policy
improvements are possible in complex systems
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(McDonald 1992:216). Planning policiesthat seek to
ensure conservation-based resource management
have been effective toolsin the Murray Darling
because of their statutory basis (Jensen 1990:159).
There have a so been significant attemptsto integrate
technical, environmental and social policiesinto
effective management strategies.

Historical context to the establishment of the
planning framework

The historical difficulties concerning management of
the MDB are well known. The natural catchment
boundaries of the MDB are shared between NSW,
Victoria, South Australia and Queensland, with the
whole of the Murray in NSW. Doyle and Kellow
(1995:221) suggest that intergovernmental relations
between thefirst three Stateswere underpinned by the
formation of atreaty between NSW and Victoriain
1884 and by the threat by South Australiato appeal
against legidation it perceived to be against their
interests. Until 1992, when it joined the Murray—
Darling Basin Agreement, Queensland was not
involved at an intergovernmental level with
management of the MDB.

Thefirst formal agreement, the River Murray Waters
Agreement (RMWA) was reached in 1915 with the
passing of parallel legislation by each of the three
States and the Commonwesl th governing rights of
access to water for navigation and irrigation, and
establishing the River Murray Commission. The
RMWA also provided for the construction of storage
facilities, locks and weirs (Doyle and Kellow
1995:222). The RMWA wasfurther amendedin 1924
and 1934 to account for the decline of river navigation
and aparalel increase in the use of irrigation.

The Snowy Mountains scheme, diverting the Snowy
River into the MDB, precipitated the next ‘round’ of
change in the inter-State relationships. The resultant
conflicts over storage and water access extended the
provisions of the RMWA to allow water sharing over
the entire Murray and the Snowy’s extrawaters.
Throughout these processes, South Australiawasin
constant conflict with NSW and Victoria (as the
upstream States), and the Commonwealth
Government (which relied on the more populous
States for electoral success). The RMWA'’s sole
management focuswas on water quantity, not quality.
As the problem of riverine salinity grew, quality
becameamajor issuefor Adelaidewhichreliesonthe
Murray for its water supply (Doyle and Kellow
1995:223-4).

In 1985, the Murray—Darling Basin Commission
(MDBC) and the Murray—Darling Basin Initiative
were implemented, superseding the Murray River
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Commission, with the three States and the
Commonwealth reaching substantial agreement on
theissue of salinewater flowsin the Murray—Darling.
A number of deficienciesin the pre-existing
management structure were identified, including:

1. thelack of asingle MDB-wide management

5. management within States was divided between
multiple agencies,

there were inadequate inter and intra-
governmental coordination ingtitutions, hindered
by ingtitutional complexity;

ey 7. cost sharing arrangements were ineffective
agency, (Doyle and Kellow 1995:226-7).
2. theorigina commission could only make_ Intitutional arrangements and procedures
unenforceable management recommendations; L .
TheMDBC wasfounded on threeprinciples. Thefirst
3. the RMWA required unanimity in decisions and was the need for sound administrative arrangements
could therefore be used to prevent asabasisfor political and technical approachesto
recommendations coming from the commission; river management. Second was the need for
“mutually supportive management strategies’. The
4. the ability of the commission to influence land- third was the need for adiverse level of community
use management and tributary management was involvement (McDonald 1992:219). The final
limited; administrative structure and statutory dutiesfor MDB
Map 4 The Murray-Darling Basin. (Source: http://rubens.anu.edu.au/student.projects/wine/
stats.html)
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management agreed to in the 1987 Murray—Darling
Basin Agreement (MDBA) were set out as follows.

Day-to-day resource management would remain with
the States. A Murray—Darling Basin Ministerial
Council was established with membership comprised
of up to three Ministers holding land, water and
environment portfoliosin each of the four
governmentsinvolved. TheMinisterial council would
be serviced by the Murray—Darling Basin Standing
Committee. A number of working groups were
established to report to the Ministerial council.
Queendand joined the council in 1992 after some
years as an observer. The Murray—Darling Basin
Commission (MDBC) now administers a range of
programs on behalf of the Ministerial council relating
to the management of the land, water and
environmental resources. It also hasresponsibility for
the management and distribution of the waters of the
Murray River. The MDBC uses over twenty working
groups with expertise in natural resource
management to help integrate planning and
management of the basin (MDBC 1995). The
functions of the MDBC are to:

¢ advisethe Ministerial council in relation to the
planning, development and management of the
water, land and other environmental resources of
the MDB;

e assist the Ministerial council in developing
measures for the equitable, efficient and
sustainable use of such resources;

» coordinate and give effect to implementation of
measures as directed by the Ministerial council;

* exercise the powers and discharge the duties
conferred on it by the Murray—Darling Basin
Agreement, or any Act approving the same.

The Murray—Darling Basin Community Advisory
Committee has 21 community representatives from
the four States, and representatives from the NFF,
ACF, ALGA and the Australian Council of Trade
Unions. A coordinated decision- making approach is
being used between the wide range of organisations
and groups. This involves “continuous consultation,
high quality information flow between all relevant
parties, rapid dissemination of research findingsand a
comprehensive and ongoing program of education...”
(MDBC 1995). The committee was established to
ensure the involvement of the MDB community “not
in atokenistic way” (Crabb 1991:152). Crabb
(1991:152) suggests that the committee has a
“difficult if not impossible task” in being a
communication channel between the MDBC and the
MDB community (see also McDonald 1992:221).
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These difficulties arise because of the physical size
and diversity of the MDB and the diversity within the
community advisory committee. Another difficulty
with the committeeisitsclosetiesto government, and
aperception that it isa‘top-down’ version of
participation (Crabb 1991).

Crabb (1991:148) describes asdifficult the process of
moving the RMWA beyond being one of simply
water allocation to consider also water quality.
According to Crabb (1991:148), “no other major
Australian resource has been subject to so many
investigations, reports and recommendations, as well
as so much inaction, particularly with respect to soil,
surface and groundwater salinity problems.” Crabb
(1991:149) has put this down to the difficulties of the
ingtitutional arrangements. The progress that was
finally made would have been “unlikely without the
involvement of politicianswho werecommitted tothe
outcome” (Doyle and Kellow 1995:234, also Kellow
1992).

The MDBA also established a conflict resolution
process between the governments involved, and put
in place an environmental resources study
(McDonald 1991:222), the Natural Resources
Management Strategy and the Salinity and Drainage
Strategy (Crabb 1991:147). These strategieslie
within the context of the Murray—Darling Basin
Initiative. The Salinity and Draining Strategy wasthe
first attempt by the new management regime to deal
with salinity in the MDB, particularly saline
waterlogging in NSW and Victoria, and South
Australian concerns over river salinity. It “provides
the framework for coordinated management of
salinity, land salinisation and waterlogging...” (ERIN
1995).

The Natural Resource Management Strategy was
initiated in 1989 to encourage “interstate cooperation
ininvestigationsand the devel opment of management
programs...[through] a philosophical and
organisational structure within which governments
and communities can coordinate their work” (MDBC
1995). The MDBC believes that the approach
“ensures community ownership of key elements of
thestrategy” (MDBC 1995). Thisisbecausethemain
tenure in the MDB is private land, requiring
community input into planning, at both the advisory
and implementation level (RAC 1993a:30).

The Natural Resource Management Strategy
addresses biophysical, socia and environment issues
through two programs: Investigations and Education;
and Integrated Catchment Management. The first
program is used to help community and government
organisations, such as CSIRO, universities and State
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agencies to undertake knowledge-based activities
with MDB-wide application (eg. applied research and
community education). Program priorities are
determined annually. The second program focuseson
on-the-ground works. It should be noted, however,
that the Murray—Darling Basin Initiative is also
undertaking along-term education program to raise
community awareness and ability to respond to
problems, the mapping of groundwater resources for
strategic planning, and the preparation of
management plans for discrete regions (RAC
1993a:32).

There are different approaches to sub-regional
resource use planning of the MDB in the States
(Jensen 1990:161-6). South Australiafor example
usesfive‘Valey Character Units' (urban waterfront;
recreation and tourism; irrigated agriculture; rural;
and natural) to zonetheriver. NSW hasused statutory
planning powers, through Regional Environmental
Plans (see chapter 3) to coordinate management at the
local level.

Application of technical planning procedures
and their integration

Before the Natural Resource Management Strategy
was implemented, an Environmental Resources
Study was established to identify sensitive
environmental resourceswithinthe MDB, identifying
the degradation of land and water, cultural heritage
issues, etc. (RAC 1993a:27). The MDBC
subsequently commissioned a number of research
projects to inform the management of the MDB. One
such project was the Murray—Darling Basin Project,
which compiled, analysed and interpreted
environmental information for the entire MDB. The
project was undertaken in three stages. First, the
availability of site-based data was determined and
used for the second task of defining major ecosystems
and relating those to the existing reserve systems. The
third task then became to develop a strategic plan for
the conservation of major ecosystems. The entire
process was to be consultative (ERIN 1992a).

To undertake this, information on the location and
nature of physical landscapes and associated
processes was required. At some scales, these data
have been compiled by State and Territory
government agencies. At the time of the project there
was no uniform coverage for Australia, so the
CSIRO's‘Atlas of Soils' was used (ERIN 1992h).
The methodology involved the use of a computer-
based reserve-selection tool developed by CSIRO.

One of the main advantages of this methodology isits
flexibility. New solutions will be generated as new
conservation goals or targets are defined, as new data
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sets are added, or as different sets of constraints are
imposed. Another advantage of flexibleiterative
procedures ... isthat they result in efficient solutions,
provided that the ... goals can be expressed as explicit
rules and the required input data are available. (ERIN
1993)

A recent joint project between the Murray—Darling
Basin Commission, the Murray—Darling Freshwater
Research Centre and the Board of Studies NSW
called Waterlines has produced a CD-ROM to
provide information relating to irrigation and its
associated water management practicesin the
Murray—Darling Basin (http://www.opennet.net. au/
partners/bos/ waterlines.html).

Assessing the planning process against regional
resource planning elements and principles
General developments in management of the
Murray—Darling Basin “provide an example of
resource management for alarge, diverse and
economically, socially and ecologically very
important region” with management involving
cooperation by the Commonwealth, States, and
communitieswithin the Basin to resolvethe problems
of resource degradation (RAC 1993a:25).

The MDBA has perhaps made the most significant
advances in improving the institutional environment
for encouraging improved negotiation among key
MDB stakeholders. Commenting on changesin the
governance of the basin, Crabb (1991:151) suggests
that since the establishment of the MDBA, the
increased level of personal contact between
stakeholders “has resulted in higher levels of
knowledge, cooperation, trust and goodwill, all
important in any negotiations.”

Most importantly, the institutional arrangements
established have focused on promoting equity
between the States. Blackmore (1995:18) considers
that before significant cooperative action could be
undertaken, two matters affecting the distribution of
wealth between the States needed to be resolved.
These were the distribution of water and the
alocation of costs for salinity works. According to
Blackmore (1995:19) the distribution of water was
resolved largely with the completion of negotiations
over the establishment of a continuous water
accounting system in 1989. He considers the second
issue was addressed through the negotiation of the
Salinity and Drainage Strategy.

Despite these positive improvements, Doyle and
Kellow (1995) make a number of criticisms of the
Murray—Darling Basin ingtitutional arrangementsand
structure. They consider that there remain significant
intergovernmental problems because the MDB
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transcends State boundaries. Further, once the focus
of management shifted from water quantity to water
quality, an enormous cultural shift was required
among key resource management agencies. Asa
result of itslegal basis, the MDBA ‘locked’ the States
into far-reaching reform as a basis for effective
change. This, however, has not been reflected in
practice. Despite the important role communities and
local governments have played in establishing the
current management arrangements (RAC 1993a:26),
in reality, the State-based approaches outlined
illustrate the potential for centralised planning to
override community input. Each of the States has,
outside the MDBA framework, maintained
traditional, rational planning methodology (Jensen
1990:163).

These more centralised approaches have not provided
astructured way for governmentsto deliver an
integrated Natural Resources M anagement strategy at
the local and sub-regional level. The ACF considers
that “the [Murray-Darling Basin Initiative] has been
unable to deliver high quality results for the
environment” dueto: (i) the scale of degradation; (ii)
therate at which thisis being compounded by current
practice; and (iii) the lack of uniformity in
government responses. More specifically, Blackmore
(1995:22) considers that afailing with many of the
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strategies has been that, “while they are able to
articulate the right aspirations for the management of
the resource, they are not able to deliver the product
on the ground”. Consequently, in the early 1990s,
McDonald (1991:226) considered that an even closer
link was needed between community actions and
MDB management strategies. He considered that
community groups required continuous support in
both resources and strategic guidance.

In recognition of the critical link between community
capacity and policy implementation, the Natural
Resource Management Strategy is now increasing its
focus on community leadership and participation in
identifying and devel oping management solutions
and implementing works programs. Some of these
initiatives are outlined in Blackmore (1995:22).
Wilcher (1995:209) also considers that the MDBA
“has taken many steps toward placing normative
principles of integrated management and strategies
for their implementation in a statutory framework”.
Hence, at apolicy level at least, the Murray—Darling
Basin Agreement has stimulated integrated resource
management in response to resource degradation
(Wilcher 1995:209). The future appears to lie with
improving community capacity to implement
decisions and priorities.



6.

| nnovative Procedural and

Analytical Techniquesto
| mprove Regional Planning

Outcomes

Significant scope exists for the application of
improved procedural and analytical techniquesin
achieving more sustainable and equitable regional
resource use outcomes. In this chapter, we review the
potential application of awide range of innovative
techniquesto regional planning in Australia's
rangelands. These techniquesinclude various forms
of ecological, social and economic assessment. Ina
procedural sense, they include techniques for
facilitating participation within stakeholder groups,
and negotiations among stakeholders with an interest
in land use outcomes. GIS and I T applications are
considered in light of their potential application to
both procedural and technical aspects of planning.
Apart from reviewing ‘ state-of-the-art’ procedural
and analytical techniques that potentially can be
applied to regional planning, we comment
specifically upon how thesetechniques can be applied
in Australian rangelands.

Thetechniquesoutlined below arelisted because they
provide options or tool s for resource use plannersand
stakeholders involved in regiona planning
negotiations. They do not represent an exhaustive list
of standard social, economic and environmental
assessment tools, or the public involvement
techniques that have traditionally been used asthe
mainstays of regional planning. Further information
about traditional practice in these areas can be
obtained from standard textsin resource planning and
assessment, which are referred to from time to time..

The following procedures and techniques can be
applied, modified or explored by the reader to add to
the kitbag of tools they need to build better resource
use planning processes at the regional level. To add
value to this kitbag approach, Appendix 2 outlines
examples from the regional planning literature of
strategies that could be, or have been negotiated to
address key regional issues. Thisappendix providesa
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guide to the sorts of outcomes that could potentially
arise from the application of best-practice techniques
and procedures. There remain significant gaps,
however, in the techniques and procedures needed to
facilitate better regional planning. Chapter 7
identifies these gaps, and the R& D activities that
should be given highest priority if we are to continue
to improve regional resource use planning practicein
Australian rangelands.

6.1 Improving Technical Capacityin

Regional Resour ce Use Planning

Innovative techniques and approachesin regional
resource use planning span ecological, social and
economic disciplines. IT procedures, through their
integrative power, also have the capacity to assist
interpretation and analysis within all of these fields,
and to facilitate negotiatory and participatory
processes. Thefollowing discussion explores some of
these innovations that may have application to
regional resource use planning within rangelands.

6.1.1 Innovative T techniquesfor regional
resour ce use planning

Various innovative analytical techniques and
approachesin artificial intelligence and other
advanced information technol ogiesthat have evolved
in recent years have the potential to help bridge the
gaps between current deficienciesand best practicein
regional planning (see section 5.1). They include I T
support for: (i) revealing the diversity in stakeholder
values, attitudes and preferences within regions; (ii)
negotiation and mediation processes in the
assessment of resource use options; and (iii)
evaluating trade-offs that need to be negotiated
between competing and conflicting resource uses and
stakeholder values.
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Collaborative and group decision-making tools

Collaborative decision-making tools use a
combination of information technologies including
the Internet, GI'S, knowledge-based systems and
modeling tools. They may also be applied within
shared workspaces to provide a computing
environment that facilitates decision-making
processes for multiple decision-makers
(Karacapilidis et al. 1995; Winograd 1994). One of
the central ideas of the development of these toolsis
that users are able to access a shared workspace of
some form (much like a whiteboard concept) where
they can leave and/or edit documents, view spatial
and other data, and have conferences with other
decision-makers.

Several current research initiatives are demonstrating
the value of collaborative decision-making toolsin
negotiating and mediating environmental and
resource use planning and management. Examples
include: (i) the Sustainable Telematics for
Environmental Management Project (Cannel et al.
1996), which aims to improve stakeholder access to
information and software to support sustainable land
management decision-making; (ii) the GEOMED
project (Gordon 1995), which aims to integrate
advanced I T and networking servicesfor creating and
disseminating geographical information; and the
SIROMed project (Cocks and Ive 1996),whichis
devel oping a computer-based spatial DSS to be used
asamediator between multiple groupsand to identify
areas of agreement and disagreement relating to the
optimal use of different land units.

Computational didecticsisanother IT initiativein
support of collaborative work and group decision-
making. This new areainvolves “the development of
computer systems which mediate and regulate the flow
of messagesbetween agentsin adistributed system soas
tofacilitate the recognition and achievement of common
godsin arationa, effective and fair way” (Gordon,
1995). These systems can provide effective tools for
facilitating negotiation and mediation. This method, is
being used in, for example, the European Zeno project
(Gordon 1995) which is developing a Web-based
mediation system to facilitate group decision-making. It
usestechniques such as shared work and meeting spaces
to improve access to distributed and heterogeneous
geographical information.

There appears to be considerable potential to
implement these approaches within regional resource
use planning to improve effectiveness and equity in
information provision and thereby support
collaborative work and group decision-making
processes.
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Knowledge-based and related approaches
Knowledge-based systems are used to organise and
ddiver knowledge (expert and non-expert) in a useful
format. They are computer-based tools comprising: (i) a
knowledge base containing a representation of
knowledge on a particular problem (ie. domain
knowledge); and (ii) strategies for solving problems
using that knowledge (Schmol dt and Rauscher 1996). A
number of knowledge representation tools are available
including rule-based, class-based, logic-based, case-
based, and neural networks. Methods for encoding
knowledge include databases (spatial and non-spatia),
computer algorithms, hypertext, mathematical
equations, and non-language sources such as pictures,
sounds, and smells (Schmoldt and Rauscher 1996). By
applying heuristic knowledge to asymbolic
representation of a problem, knowledge-based systems
are ableto answer ‘what if’ types of questions.

Other artificial intelligence techniques such as expert
guided task analysis and problem definition (Walker
etal. 1995; Lowesand Walker 1995) can also provide
tools for definition and specification of planning
problems. Expert navigation of policy and resource
information may be assisted by linking expert tools
with GIS and information bases of policy and
stakeholder objectives. Graphical knowledge
acquisition tools, such as graphics, hypertext links
and rule languages which specify relationships may
be used to facilitate knowledge acquisition for the
development of these tools.

In regional resource use planning processes, the
application of knowledge based systems and related
technigues would alow for the representation of a
much greater breadth of data and information,
including local and expert knowledge and spatial and
non-spatial data. These datacould be effectively used
within mediation and negotiation processes for
regional resource use planning.

Explanation or argumentation schema

A significant issue in regional decision-making
processis not so much the provision of information
and modelling capabilities, but some form of
explanation and justification for the outcomes of that
process (Lowes and Walker 1995). Within aplanning
environment thereisaneed to support decisionsmade
and arguments in relation to different options.
Argumentation schemata provide a technique for
modelling the explanation as an argument (Bench-
Capon et al. 1991). They provide a structure for
representing the components of an argument (ie.
context, assumptions, backing information, inference
rules, conclusions and exceptions) and for linking
them in a convenient manner.
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Within regional resource use planning processes,
these approaches could be developed to provide for
linkages between the important itemsin apolicy,
legidative or expert system framework in order to
support mediation and negotiation processes.

Data and knowledge analysistools

Data and knowledge analysis tools could potentially
support complex multi-objective decision processes.
Tools of this type have been developed using expert
systems and other techniques to evaluate the
consequences of policy and to identify potential
conflicts. Policy rules may be represented in logic
programs (Bench-Capon et al. 1991) and used to
develop schemata of relationships between data,
expert knowledge, legislation and outcomes.

Multi-agent and cooperative expert systems may be
used to model resource use conflicts, and would be
particularly useful given the multi-stakeholder
objectives and potentia conflictsin aresource
planning environment. The linkage of these multiple
expert systemswith aspatial knowledge base permits
evaluation of spatial impacts and modelling of
location-specific conflicts and objectives during
planning.

A number of learning techniques are useful for
analysing data and knowledge bases. These include
inductivelearning, neural networks, and evolutionary
algorithms. Logic has been used as a representation
for policy and legislation in a number of applications
to analyse, for example, implications and
inconsistencies within the policy framework. Neural
networks are aform of machine learning (or
optimisation) which could be particularly useful
when there are noisy and incompl ete data sets.
Genetic or evolutionary algorithms are another
machine learning technique in which algorithms or
models are allowed to cross-breed and mutate to
develop improved algorithms. This latter technique
may be used for developing improved plans and rule
sets from existing sets of rules.

Case-based reasoning depends upon ‘ experience’
stored in case studies. It isan I T technique that
involves aform of pattern matching in order to
achieve the best match of a situation with one of a
number of cases. Case-based reasoning systems are
therefore aform of expert knowledge that allows for
new cases to be matched to previous cases; if a good
fit isfound then inferences are made about the new
case. An exampleis alawyer using past casesto
determine legal precedents. Case-based reasoning
could provide an effective technique in knowledge-
based systems for policy and environmental
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applications and as a basis for evaluating planning
options.

User-orientated tool-kit approaches

Asnoted in chapter 5, regional resource use planning
has not taken full advantage of the opportunities
provided by spatial analytical tools and modelling
capabilities linked to GIS. Aspinall (1994) suggests
that thisis because: (i) toolsfor data management are
better developed than those for spatial analysis; (i)
ecological research has focused on ecological
processes and functioning rather than the analysis of
spatia phenomena; and (iii) interest in changein
patterns and processes at regional, national or global
geographic scales has grown only in recent times.

There are, however, opportunities to address this
deficiency through recent I T advances. For example,
the use of atoolbox approach (Aspinall 1994) or a
toolkit environment for the creation of customised
decision-support tools (Walker and Johnson 1995)
has been advocated to provide a generic set of spatial
analysis methods for the investigation of spatial data.
The principles of these approaches are that they
should properly address issues of scale and the
management of data quality and error propagation
(Aspinall 1994). They should also provide for
developing or customising decision-support tools by
the user from a set of core resources (Walker and
Johnson 1995).

Toolkit approachesshould provide* aflexiblesystem,
giving decision support commensurate with the
current state of understanding at arange of scales’
(Walker and Johnson 1995). One being devel oped by
Walker and Johnson (1995) will enable usersto link
external resourcesincluding GIS, simulation models,
knowledge bases and inference mechanisms, to
provide an environment that can be customised to
address particular tasks. They argue that this user-
orientated approach should enhance the operational
use of the DSS product for spatial analysisby arange
of potential users with varying skillslevels.

An integrated systems approach

An integrated systems approach to IT development
that couples anumber of technologieswill alow for a
range of heterogeneous data and knowledge to be
accessed, integrated and used. It will take advantage
of the spatial, temporal, and other analytical strengths
of the alternative technologies (Coulson et al. 1987;
Loh and Rykiel 1992; L owes and Bellamy 1994;
Bellamy et al. 1996). An integrated system would
therefore be characterised by * methodol ogical
pluralism’ with individual components of the system
being based on different concepts, levels of
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aggregation, and methods of analysis (Fedra 1994).
As Fedra (1994:287) states:

Thechallengeisin merging the respective paradigmsto
create anew field of integrated environmental
information systems, that goes beyond interactive
models, GIS, and expert systems.

An effective integrated system, however, needs a
suitable integrating paradigm. The artificial
intelligence technique of object orientation provides
the ability to model real world features with
corresponding knowledge-base and software objects.
It has been shown to provide a powerful and intuitive
method for representing and integrating knowledge
and data, process models, and spatial information
(Fedra 1994; L owes and Bellamy 1994; Bellamy et
al. 1996). In addition, it allows for the encapsulation
and abstraction of different levels of information and
functionality. Through the integration of appropriate
methodological tools, object-orientated methods
potentially provide for the development of efficient,
flexible, and easy to use IT innovations.

Anintegrated system would offer several advantages
to resource use managers and planners (eg. see Loh
and Rykiel 1992; Bellamy et al. 1996): (i) all relevant
planning and management information would be
synthesised in the one place; (ii) it would provide a
vehicle for analysis, communication, learning and
experimentation to a group of users with diverse,
including non-technical, backgrounds; (iii) it would
alow for the incorporation of ecological, economic,
social and cultural considerationsin the decision-
making process; (iv) alarge number of options could
be considered with the same intensity; and (v) the
decision- support processisdocumentabl e, repeatable
and consistent.

Approaches to information and R& D delivery
‘Distributed systems' and ‘ prototyping’ are two
methodologies used in information systems
development which can take account of the
collaborative and integrative requirements of
decision support for the regional resource use
planning process.

Distributed systemsis an information systems
development that involves linking usersin many
locations. It can cope with these users having varying
computing resources and technical capabilities, a
range of data and other information resources
available for collaborative use, and different
information needs. Thisapproach caninvolvetheuse
of anumber of information technologies such as
collaborative and group decision-making tools
described earlier in this section.
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Prototyping is another information systems
development approach in which a number of system
prototypes are devel oped through the life of the
project. These prototypes include some of the
components and functionality of the final system.
Their purpose isto give the users afeel for
development of the system and to provide afocus for
discussion and further elicitation of requirements.
Prototyping “ can be understood as an experimental,
adaptive and highly interactive approach to software
engineering” (Fedra 1994):

The most important aspect of rapid prototyping ... isits
rolein shaping and in many cases even making possible
arealistic and efficient dialogue between the system’s
developersand users. It isamechanism for the learning
process of the user and the analyst or devel oper, and this
learning aspect ... requires acommon language of the
prototype as an efficient communication tool. (Fedra
1994:228)

Prototyping approaches areiterative and incremental.
They are appropriate where exact user requirements
cannot clearly be defined a priori, and are likely to
evolve over time. They are aso appropriate where
thereis aneed for experimentation and learning by
users and devel opers before commitment to the
development of afinal system (Alavi 1984; Bellamy
and Lowes 1995).

6.1.2 Innovative environmental assessment
and management methods and
techniques

Ecosystem management approaches emphasise
making choices based on public concerns about
ecosystem health, cumulative effects, and the long-
term sustainability of ecological relationships. This
contrasts the traditional regional planning goals of
maximising the productivity of any one resource use
(Cortner and Moote 1994). In principle, ecosystem
management:

...focuses on the ecological conditions necessary to
maintain resource productivity, and examines resource
interactions over broad spatial and temporal scales.
Because of its experimental nature, ecosystem
management places considerable emphasis on
identifying indicators of ecosystem health and
monitoring and evaluating conditions as they change
through time...It also stresses the need for adaptable
institutions that can readily adjust to feedback and
changing social goals and objectives (Wallace et al.
1995: 35)

Environment Canada (1995) visualised relationships
within ecosystems as three interlocking circles:
environment, economy and the community.
Traditionally, most decision-making has separated
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these three components with little understanding or
recognition of, for example, the effects of economic
decisions on community needs or the environment.
An ecosystem approach, however, requires an equal
and integrated consideration of each of these
components. The challenge for decision-making on
regional ecosystem management planning isfirstly to
understand the links between these components and
secondly to redress the imbalance among them
(Environment Canada 1995).

There are a number of innovative environmental
assessment techniques and procedures with potential
to provide support for ecosystem management
approaches in regional resource use planning, and
which may also help bridge the gaps between current
deficiencies and best practice. Some of these
approaches are discussed below. They include a
framework for implementing planning processes, as
well as several analytical techniques that could
support ecosystem management approaches to
regional resource use planning in rangelands.

Bioregional planning

Bioregional planning has been proposed as a
mechanism and framework for achieving the key
Commonwealth government goal of protecting
biological diversity and maintaining ecological
processes and systems (eg. Sattler 1993; Lambert et
al. 1996):

A bioregional framework enables the appreciation of
theinherent ecosystem diversity to be conserved within
each broad geographic unit that respondsto aparticul ar
set of environmental determinants; it enablesthe use of
ascalethat is practical in terms of nature conservation
and land use planning; and it enables recognition of the
main threats to biodiversity on aregional basis and of
possibleinterrel ationships with other land management
issues. (Sattler 1993:314)

A recent study has recommended the devel opment
and implementation of amodel bioregional planning
process that could be adapted to a wide range of
bioregions and community situations (Lambert et al.
1996). Lambert et al. (1996) proposed that this model
process include:

1. Identification of the bioregion, based on
appropriate natural boundaries

2. ldentification of the biodiversity to be protected
within a“ community of interest”

3. Identification of thethreatsto the biodiversity that
isto be protected within the “ community of
interest”

4. Expert advice being sought on the best means of
combating the threats
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5. Community agreement on avision for the future
of biodiversity intheregion and the best strategies
to combat the threats to the vision

6. Incorporation of strategiesinto ongoing activities
and existing planning processes

7. Ongoing monitoring and reporting.

There has been growing recognition in Australia of
the need for not only anational reserve system for the
conservation of biodiversity but also for better
management and protection of remnant native
vegetation within alandscape used for rural
production (eg. Campbell 1995). This objective
would be a key component of any bioregional
planning, but the focus on protection of biodiversity
needs to be integrated within a broader muilti-
objective regional planning process.

Ecological risk assessment

Environmental risk analysis considers “the risks to
human health, welfare and ecosystems that result
from adverse developmental impacts on the natural
environment” (Beer and Ziolkowski 1996). Risk
assessment involves building risk analysisinto a
framework that allows the identification and
characterisation of potential adverse effects of
exposure to environmental hazards.

In practice, there are many forms of risk assessment.
Environmental impact assessment processes
commonly undertaken in Australia, for example, are
essentially aform of risk assessment. Ecological risk
assessment, however, is amore recent activity that
has been defined (Beer and Ziolkowski 1996:27) as:

...aprocess that evaluates the likelihood that adverse
ecological effectsmay occur or are occurring asaresult
of exposureto one or more adverse stressors. A stressor
includesany chemical, physical or biological entity that
can induce adverse effects on individuals, populations,
communities, and ecosystems.

Hunsaker et al. (1990) distinguish between regional
risk assessment and local risk assessment. They
consider that the general theoretical framework isthe
same for each; both involving hazard definition and
problem solving phases. They also identified
important issues for regional ecological risk
assessment. These included the definition of the
disturbance scenario, the assessment of boundary
conditions, and the spatia heterogeneity of the
landscape. There are, however, anumber of common
problems in implementing regional ecological risk
assessment. These include that: (i) ecosystem
properties are still poorly understood at regional
scale; (ii) regional models of ecological processesare
difficult to validate; (iii) spatial and temporal
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biological data available for large geographic areas
are inadequate; and (iv) little is known about the
influence of aggregating or integrating dissimilar data
on uncertainty in model parameters (Hunsaker et al.
1990).

Indicators of sustainability

The pragmatic indicator, or threshold-based
approaches of environmental reporting frameworks,
such asthe pressure-state—response (PSR) model (see
Chapter 5), promote asimplistic view of the
interactions of human and natural systems. They
imply alinear relationship between human activities
and the environment that would appear to be in
conflict with adaptive ecosystem approaches that
embrace the complexity, non-linearity, and
catastrophic dynamics of the interaction of natural
and human systems (see Chapter 3.).

Current ecological research has recognised that there
are major technical limitations in the available
ecological paradigms, theories and techniques (eg.
Gunderson et al. 1995; Norton and Nix 1996).
Science has limited capacity to identify and predict
the causal rel ationshipsand ecol ogical significance of
many situations, with many problems appearing
intractable in the short to medium term, and others
perhaps being insoluble (eg. Functowicz and Ravetz
1990; Dovers 1996). Thisisleading to afundamental
shift in focus towards identifying and recognising
risks and uncertainty in environmental management
as an input to the planning process (eg. see Norton
and Nix 1996). The key to this approach isthe
communication of an understanding of ecosystem
health and integrity, and the devel opment of a shared
meaning of risks. It depends on recognising the
diversity of valuesrelating to natural resource use
systems and the need for stakeholders to negotiate
consensus about tolerable risk (Gunderson et al.
1995; Handmer 1996).

Strategic environmental assessment

Formal environmental impact assessment, as
currently administeredin Australia, is project specific
and reactive. It lacks a proper ability to quantify
cumulative, regional and long-term impacts, and to
evaluate devel opment proposals within aregional
context (Court et al. 1994:v—vi).

Accounting for ESD requires changing from areactive
to a proactive approach to environmental impact
assessment whereby ecological and economic
considerations are integrated into decision-making, and
in which alternatives need to be considered in terms of
efficiency, equity and sustainability criteriawith short
and long term effects.
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‘ Strategic environmental assessment’, incorporating
‘cumulative impact assessment’ is now being
proposed as one of the principal institutional toolsfor
implementing ESD (Therivel 1993):

Cumulative impact assessment takes account of the
environmental impacts of actions which are
individually acceptable, but may be cumulatively
unacceptabl e because of time and space crowding,
synergisms, indirect effects and “nibbling”. Strategic
Environmental Assessment takes account of the
environmental impacts of policies, plans and programs
in contrast to individual projects...Thereis general
agreement that cumulative impact assessment is best
accomplished within an strategic environmental
assessment framework (Court et al. 1994: i—ii).

Strategic environmental assessment can be defined as
“the formalised, systematic and comprehensive
process of evaluating the environmental impacts of a
policy, plan or program and its alternatives, including
the preparation of awritten report on the findings of
that evaluation, and using the findings in publicly
accountable decision making” (Therivel et al. 1992).
In areview of existing implementations of strategic
environmental assessment, however, Glasson et al.
(1994) identified that it was fraught with a number of
technical and procedural problems. Technical
problems included: analytical complexity; limited
predictive capacity due to unavailability, or
inappropriateness, of data; the complications of the
reguirements for public participation; and the lack of
abody of guiding principles for implementation.
Procedural problemsrelated to: the fact that policies,
plans and programswere often nebulous, evolveinan
incremental fashion, do not have clear boundariesand
often overlap each other; and the tendency for
decision-makers to weigh up the environmental
implications of resultant impactsin the wider context
of their own interest.

Strategic environmental assessment isin an early
stage of development in Australia. By integrating
environmental goals and principlesinto high-level
decision-making, however, its practical application
hasthe potential to ensurethat policymaking accounts
for sustainability principles (Court et al. 1994).

Assessing land capability and suitability

Land capability assessment is a means of assessing
theinherent limits of discrete units of land to various
uses and managerial practices (Conacher 1994-95).
Thefocuson resource limitations and waysto resolve
them distinguishes the approach from land suitability
evaluation.

The most commonly used internationally accepted
methods for assessing the potential of land for one or
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more uses are based on the standard guidelines of the
Food and Agriculture Framework for Land
Evaluation (FAO 1976). Thisapproachisparticularly
appropriate for regional planning (Conacher 1994—
95). The framework provides aset of methodological
guidelines rather than a classification system for
evauating particular areas of land in terms of their
suitability for specific land uses. One of the key
principles of the approach is that land suitability
refersto use on asustained basiswith reference to the
physical, economic and socia context of the area
under investigation. The suitability for land usesis,
however, generally assessed in terms of on-site
biophysical criteria only, and important socio-
economic factors, land use interactions and off-site
implications are often not considered.

In response to these deficiencies, a‘ framework for
evaluating sustainable land management’ has been
proposed (Smyth and Dumanski 1993). The
framework focuses on eval uating the sustai nability of
existing land management and current land uses at the
farm level. In this framework, sustainability isa
measure of the extent to which adefined land usein a
specific location and over a stated period of timeis
expected to meet five requirements: (i) productivity
(ie. the maintenance or enhancement of production or
services); (ii) security, or at least areduction in the
level of risk in production; (iii) protection of the
natural resource and prevention of degradation; (iv)
economic viability; and (v) social acceptability
(Smyth and Dumanski 1993).

In Queensland, the framework is being used to
monitor on-farm sustainability to assess
improvementsin sustainability brought about by best
management practices. At the farm scale, afarming
systemis considered to be sustainable if it continues
to satisfy the needs of the resource user and does not
degrade the resource base. One of itsmain limitations
isthat it tends to be areactive rather than a proactive
approach to sustainability assessment. Other
weaknesses are its focus on on-site factors, its
approach to the classification of sustainability within
defined time frames, its lack of a multiscaled
approach to sustainability assessment, its focus on
existing land uses and its inability to deal with
multiple land uses and land use interactions.

6.1.3 Innovativeregional social planning and
assessment techniques

At theregional level, social planning and assessment
has traditionally focused on welfare and community-
based service delivery agencies undertaking broad
need assessments and determining the basic human
services required. Determining human service needs
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has often relied on the simple application of human
service delivery benchmarks against the statistical
demography of the community (eg. see Briggs 1992).
Whilethese approaches have often been driven by the
needs of government agencies seeking to deliver
program funds, they have, nevertheless, frequently
been highly participatory. They haverarely, however,
been well integrated into land and resource use
planning exercises and have often failed to focus on
broader, non-service orientated aspects of social
need.

Menzies (1993), SAULT (1995), Honey and Briggs
(1996) and Menzies et al. (1996) have developed a
detailed set of guidelines for carrying out social
planning activities, particularly at the local
government level. While Menzies et al. (1996) focus
of the community development processes which
underpin social planning activities, Honey and Briggs
(1996) and SAULT (1995) focus on technical
innovations in planning for the delivery of awide
range of human services. In a progression beyond
social planning techniques, Jones and Thornthwaite
(1994) review how some of these techniques have
worked in practice at the regional level.

In contrast to human services planning, cultural
heritage assessment techniques have often been well
integrated into land use planning processes, but have
frequently been based on limited participation. They
have tended to rely on the technical survey and
assessment techniques of archaeological or
architectural experts, rather than involving
communitiesin identifying and managing places and
landscapes that they consider to be of regional
cultural and socia significance. Grogan et al. (1991)
and (QDFY CC 1996b) provide arange of techniques
and procedures that can be applied to overcoming
some of these problemsin cultural heritage planning
at the regiona level.

Thefollowing sectionsoutline someinnovative socia
planning and cultural heritage assessment techniques
that have been or could be applied to improve the
outcomes of regional resource use planning.

Social impact assessment

Social impact assessment can add significant valueto
regional resource use planning processes. In
Australia, however, social impact assessment has
been applied mainly asapredictivetool withinimpact
assessment processes established under
Commonwealth and State statutes (Dale 1997).
Unfortunately, it has rarely been applied (eg. asa
component of strategic environmental assessment) as
atool to refine proposed policiesor plans, and to help
ensure that potentially harmful social and cultural
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impacts are identified, averted or mitigated. In
regional planning in Australia, there are few well
documented examples of social impact assessment
being applied either to refine entire draft regional
plans or key initiatives arising from the planning
process (eg. proposals to restructure one industry or
sub-region).

Taylor et al. (1990) define social assessment as
anticipating and describing the social effects of
change, so that they can be managed as early as
possible. They also stress the need to involve all
groups so as to manage the benefits and costs of
change in aprocess of socia development. Ideally, it
should be a proactive rather than a reactive process.
The SIAU (1994:8) consider social impact
assessment to be a specific form of social assessment
that potentially can be applied to policies, plans and
development proposals alike. Socia impact
assessment processes tend to rely on the typical
impact assessment procedures of defining the
proposal, understanding the socia environment,
predicting potentially harmful impacts, designing
strategies to avoid or mitigate these impacts, and
monitoring and responding to these impacts and the
effectiveness of management strategies put into place
(see SIAU 1996:3). Because of the nature of social
problems, it relies both on quantitative and qualitative
social data. It aso relies on an understanding of the
values and aspirations of variousinterest groups to
enableit to identify and manage impacts.

Traditionally, social impact assessment has been
applied as atechnical tool to assist centralised
decision-makers take land or resource use decisions.
In keeping with more recent developmentsin
planning theory, however, many authors are
increasingly seeking to apply socia impact
assessment as aframework for empowering different
interests within communities to participate
effectively in the highly political arena of resource
development decision-making (Craig 1990; Dale and
Lane 1994). Application of social impact assessment
in this framework has the potential to allow
disempowered interests a more effectiverolein
centralised decision-making or, indeed, to facilitate
access of these interests to the negotiation table.

In the context of regional resource use, social impact
assessment has tended to be applied to identify the
impacts of radical restructure of regional industries
arising from national or State resource use inquiries
or resource assessments. This has particularly been
the case in the forest sector (eg. see SRCU 1993;
Manidis Roberts 1996). Its application, however, has
tended to be after the major decisions have been
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made, rather than as part of the assessment processes
used to determine options for land use change. This
relegates social impact assessment to ‘ mopping up’
theimpacts of significant land use change rather than
being more centrally used in empowering affected
communities and interest groups to negotiate more
equitableland use outcomes. Thisisrecognisedinthe
USunder theNational Environmental Protection Act,
where the mandate for social impact assessment has
been broadened from administrative decisionsto
include urban and regional plans, even if the plans
consist of general policies rather than lists of projects
(see Cramer et al. 1980:63).

Indigenous land interest models

Land use planning and impact assessment processes
in Australia have traditionally dealt with indigenous
cultural interestsin land from a narrow, technical
perspective, but it isequally important for assessment
techniques and procedures to “acknowledge that
indigenous interests are not limited to cultura
heritage” (QDFY CC 1996b). Failure to recognise
these broader interests can result in conflict during
regional planning and subsequent devel opment
approval processes. As aresult, the Social |mpact
Assessment Unit within the Queensland Government
has proposed the adoption of an ‘indigenous land
interest model’ within land use planning and
assessment processes. The model seeksto protect the
cultural and intellectual property of indigenous
people and provide a stronger framework and more
equitable environment for negotiations over resource
development. The model provides a better structure
for integrating social, economic and cultural impact
assessments.

The basic elements of the approach include: (i)
proponent or planning agency funding being provided
under contract to indigenous organisations for
carrying out agreed research and assessment work
programs; (ii) a priori negotiation of research and
assessment work programs; (iii) control of the
appointment of technical expertsin ways that suit
proponents, planning agencies, indigenous groups
and competition policy; (iv) retention of culturally
sensitive information by indigenous groups; and
finaly (v) aframework for facilitating direct
negotiation between planners, devel opment
proponents and indigenous groups over land and
natural resource use (see QDFY CC 1996h:10).

6.1.4 Innovative economic assessment
techniques

Section 3.2.4 outlined the theoretical themesin the
economic literature of relevance to resource use
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planning. The following innovative techniques, by
and large, reflect these themes.

Property adjustment pressure/viability

Much of the early writing on viability prospects
appeared in the late 1960s—-mid 1970s in response to
emerging structural problems in broadacre livestock
and cereal industries, and the intensive livestock and
horticultural industries (eg. see Vincent 1976;
Standen and Musgrave 1969; McKay 1967). To a
lesser extent, severe market problemsin thewool and
grain-growing sectorsin the late 1980s also saw are-
emergence of interest in this area, as did the issue of
providing infrastructure in isolated rangeland
communities (eg. see Paul et al. 1986; Musgrave
1986; Lloyd 1987).

Severa sub-themes apply to thisliterature which
relateto: (i) the nature and scope of the small
enterprise problem and need for macro-adjustment
(eg. see Tweeten 1967; Standen and Musgrave 1969);
(ii) efficiency issuesincluding economies of size and
productivity potential (eg. see Watson 1967; Vlastuin
et al. 1982; Stefanou and Madden 1988); (iii) welfare
issues including relativity of farm income to welfare
standards and access to alternative income sources
(eg. see Robinson and McMahon 1980; Quiggan and
Blastuin 1983; Males et al. 1987); (iv) risk and
income stability associated with size (eg. Corraet al.
1982; Anderson and Bruyn 1978; Barry et al. 1988);
(v) solvency and debt servicing capability (eg. Skees
and Reid 1984; Shepard and Collins 1982; Griffis
1989); (vi) influence on resource condition (Noble et
al. 1980; Passmoreand Brown 1992; Sleeand Walker
1994); and (vii) land tenure and its effect on
adjustment prospects (Armstrong and Lowson 1990;
Young et al. 1986; Robertson 1987).

Regional/industry adjustment pressure/viability
Theinitiation of a substantive literature on regional
implications of rural adjustment pressures and
viabhility prospects for individual enterprises largely
coincides with that of the above. Following some
early reviews of failed war service settlement
schemes (eg. Hawkins and Watson 1972), a
significant addition to the regional viability literature
occurred in the early to mid 1970s with a vigorous
public debate and scrutiny of then existing
ingtitutional arrangements for adjustment under the
Commonwealth Rural Reconstruction Scheme (eg.
Dickinson 1977; IAC 1976). At thistime, several
other sector specific schemes with direct regional
implications such as the Marginal Dairy Farm
Reconstruction Scheme and Fruitgrowing
Reconstruction Scheme were also implemented or
reviewed (IAC 1976).

Some additional work in this field appearsto have
emerged locally in response to a government inquiry
into the financial state of pastoral leasesin the
Western Division of NSW (Hassall and Associates
1982), the severe nationwide drought of the early
1980s (Powell and Saeed 1984; Gregory 1984) and
from North Americaduring theso-called ‘farm crisis
of that time (Nuckton et al. 1982; Ginder et al. 1985).
In some sensesiit is hard to differentiate between the
regional and industry sectoral sub-themes on
viability, as both carry strong regional resource use
and welfare implications. The main discriminating
feature would seem to lie in the regional work more
specifically accounting for impacts of rural
adjustment that affect other industrial sectors and
individuals not employed in rangel and production but
otherwise resident within the affected regions (eg.
Stayner and Reeves 1990; Stayner 1990; Sorenson
1990). Thiswork places some emphasis on regional
input—output analytical techniques and variousforms
of social impact assessment. Otherwise, the impacts
are largely qualitative and/or anecdotal.

Natural resource economic theory and practice
Following some pioneering work in the 1960s (eg.
Hardin 1968) the economic literature dealing with
managing natural resources and environmental goods
and services emerged strongly in the early to middle
1970s (eg. Stoevener and Shulstad 1975; Solow 1974,
Seneca and Taussig 1974). Much of thisliterature
coincided with araised public awareness over the
seeming finite availability of some industrial
resources and the over-exploitation of otherwise
renewabl e resources, aswell astheincreasing spectre
of environmental pollution. It also coincided with the
rapid development of natural resource economics as
an undergraduate and postgraduate course topic in
many universities around the world (Cannegi eter
1964; Barde and Pearce 1991).

Topics typically canvassed included: (i) environ-
mental externalities (eg. Whitby and Hanley 1986;
Steiner et al. 1995); (ii) resource scarcity in the
context of population and economic growth (Barbier
1989; Barnett and Morse 1963); (iii) intertemporal
considerations for optimal resource exploitation
(Kennedy 1987); (iv) public goods and common
property resource exploitation (I1zac 1986; Tisdell
1991); and (v) property rightsissues (Quiggan 1988;
Larson and Bromley 1990). These topics are closely
interrelated, dealing with different types of
externalities and their causes, effects, prevention or
accommodation. To alesser extent, the early
literature also canvassed theoretical and practical
issuesrelating to capital budgeting techniquesand the
valuation problems then being encountered in
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bringing non-market elements of resource use
decision problems into formal cost benefit analysis.
These are treated separately in the following two
subsections.

Cost—benefit analysis

Capital budgeting techniques or cost—benefit analysis
(CBA) have evolved largely since the Second World
War, asaconsistent method to assist both private and
public decision-making for projects whose outlays
and returnsaccrue over time. Theearly use of CBA in
aregional context was largely confined to
infrastructure decisions such as siting airports,
motorways, reservoirs and other public utilities (eg.
power stations; Layard 1974; Prest and Turvey 1965).
The techniques have been progressively refined and
in the 1970s and 1980s were increasingly applied to
environmental issues such as recreational amenity in
forests and water bodies, abatement of noise and
water pollution and land degradation (eg. Tisdell
1991; RAC 1992b; MacL eod 1993a). One of the
limitations of applying CBA techniques at the
regional level isthat economic effects at that level
depend on non-additive flows of money through
various sectors.

CBA, in one form or another, however, is now
perhapsthe most widely used (or recognised) method
for assessing the potential economic payoff attributed
to agiven resource all ocation decision. In essence,
CBA attemptsto identify all of the costs and benefits
associated with a given allocation decision and to
systematically compare them (Pearce 1991). To the
extent that many land use decision contexts involve
both outlays (or sacrifices) and benefits accruing over
time, the systematic comparison istraditionally made
in conjunction with discounting procedures
(Chisholm and Dillon 1971).

Valuation of environmental values and impacts
A major limitation of CBA as atool to promote
economic efficiency and welfare is the difficulty of
determining the value of environmental impacts
which are typically unpriced within competitive (or
realistic) markets and weighting the welfare outcome
inherent in any distribution of benefits and costs
between stakeholders. For this reason, valuation has
preoccupied the resource and welfare economics
profession for much the same length of time that the
environmental economics and CBA literature has
been evolving (eg. Y oung 1992; Winpenny 1991;
Willis and Corkindale 1995).

The literature on valuation is extensive and growing
(see MacLeod 1996). What is evident from the
literature is the controversial nature of thefield in
general and of some valuation methodologies (eg.
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contingent valuation) in particular. As a sub-theme,
valuationissues have not yet peaked intheir historical
development, with the literature extending near-
continuously from the 1960s through to the present.
Thereis, however, a definite waxing and waning of
interest in some specific methodologies (eg. travel
cost proxy methods versus contingent val uation).

Because redlistic valuation of costs and benefitsis
central to sound resource use planning and to
understanding potentially disparate val uations placed
on resource use by different stakeholders, this
subsection isintentionally more detailed. Moreover,
the basic calculus and analytics of economic
allocation methods (such as CBA and mathematical
programming) arerelatively straightforward oncethe
difficult estimates of relative values of potential
resource uses have been elicited. The treatment
commences with an acknowledgment of existing
work in valuation, atypology of values, a
classification of methods, and brief statements on the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the various
approaches.

In the past 25 years a number of detailed texts have
been published on the economic evaluation of
environmental resources (eg. Hundloe 1990;
Tietenburg 1992; Krutilla and Fischer 1976). More
recently, four particularly comprehensive reviews
have been conducted of resource evaluation methods
and their specific application to environmental cases
within Australia(Department of Finance 1991; DEST
1995h; NSWEPA 1993; Young 1991).

A range of techniques has been devel oped and refined
within economicsto addresstheissue of placing some
kind of value on otherwise non-priced environmental
resources (see Table 7). In seeking to place economic
valueson theseresources, several kindsof value have
come to be recognised that carry different
implications for valuation and decision-making, as
well as present some unique quantification problems.
Theseinclude, use values and non-use values. The
latter non-use values include option values, quasi-
option values, existence values, vicarious values, and
bequest values (eg. Chisholm 1987b).

The relevance of each type of value to any particular
economic evaluation task would depend on the
specific resource use decision context associated with
the task. Asa general rule, however, the level of
difficulty associated with quantifying these values
increases exponentially from use values to bequest
values. Not surprisingly, thenon-usevaluesarerarely
incorporated into practical assessments of resource
use. Nevertheless, the non-use values do represent
benefits or welfare gainsand so each would ideally be



Regional Resource Use Planning in Rangelands. an Australian Review

considered in any economic analysis. Social valuehas
recently been identified as a potential type of value
(Johnston 1994). Social value embraces the qualities
for which a place or thing has become afocus of
spiritual, political, national or other cultural sentiment
to amajority or minority group. This encompasses
itemsor placesthat have aesthetic, scientific or social
significance or other specia value for future
generations as well as the present community.

Two of the mgjor literature reviews on the economic
valuation of environmental impacts (DEST 1995b;
NSWEPA 1993) presented the prevailing techniques
within classification frameworks that were very
similar. These essentially divide the techniques into
three categories: market (value)-based techniques;
surrogate market-based techniques; and simulated
(eg. survey) market techniques. The logic
underpinning each of these categories relatesto the
economic recognition of benefits reflecting either an
individual’s or society’ s willingness to pay for
something, and costs being measured as opportunity
costs. For most goods and services there are real
markets from which such measures can be directly
observed. Assuch, whereformal marketsexist for the
goods or services, price and cost data are taken
directly from them to estimate changesin their value
toindividuals or society.

Where no direct market exists for the environmental
goods or services, the following range of valuation
techniques seek to obtain cost and revenue data from
‘related’ (or surrogate) markets. These relate to the
effects of the change in quantity, quality or other
attributes of the goods and services on other
observable surrogates. The values then depend on
how closely the surrogates are related to the
environmental goods and services of direct interest.

e Travel cost—assesses the value of an
environmental resource in terms of the
willingness of individuals or groups to incur
expenditure to visit or utiliseit (eg. fuel, vehicle
wear and tear, accommodation, meals,
recreational equipment);

* Hedonic pricing—(also called property value,
wage-differential, land price approaches) assesses
thevalue of an environmental resourcein terms of
differences observed in prices paid for other
goods and services that are affected by the
presence or various attributes of the resource (eg.
property and land value changes as a result of
declining or improving vistas);

* Proxy-goods—(also called the close substitute
approach) seeks to infer a value through the
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market value of other goods or serviceswhich are
close substitutes of the environmental resource of
interest (eg. the cost of accessto public swimming
poolsand construction of private swimming pools
asaproxy for the value of recreational benefits
from rivers and lakes).

When the desired cost or benefit values are not
directly available from any formal or surrogate
market, as is necessary to apply the valuation
approachesdetailed above, athird general category of
approach might be pursued that involves an array of
survey techniques intended to simulate market
preferences. These include the following:

¢ Contingent valuation—attempts to estimate the
value of environmental goods and services
through direct questioning of an individual’s or
group’s ‘willingness to pay’ for those goods or
services or reguired compensation for their loss;

« Trade-off games—establishes trade-offs between
hypothetical options, one of which is set in terms
of money to establish a benchmark. Changesin
the level of an environmental effect can then be
gauged against changes in income or some other
monetary baseline (eg. islossof asensitive habitat
worth more than $X million?);

»  Contingent ranking—employs direct questioning
about preferences between environmental goods
and services and other goods and services, one or
more of which have aset monetary value (eg. does
the value of accessto awild river exceed $X
million?);

e Expert valuation—(a so includes del phi
techniques) essentialy relies on the estimates
provided by so-called ‘ experts’. Delphi
techniques are an iterative method of questioning
and ranking, with feedback provided on each
iteration in order to rapidly converge on a
consensus valug;

e Priority evaluation techniques—attempt to more
closely mimic arealistic market choice context by
offering hypothetical choices between
combinations of goods and services (including the
environmental goods and services) to be selected
within the constraint of afixed budget. Valuesare
inferred from the selections that are made;

¢ Choice modelling techniques—have apparent
similarities to other revealed preference
approaches (eg. hedonic pricing) and stated
preference approaches (eg. contingent val uation)
and seek to elicit values through iterative
questioning processes involving selections from
combinationsof hypothetical goods (includingthe
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Table 7. Categories of values applicable to environmental goods and services

Concept Definition

Use values These values relate to utility of advantage reaped from the present exploitation or enjoyment of
a resource. They can also relate to the increased utility or advantage flowing from an

improvement in the quality of an environmental good or service.

Quasi values Like use values, these option values relate to the potential value of the environmental good or

service in another use rather than the present actual use.

Quasi-option values Are a related concept to option values and are the benefits from deferring present use in
anticipation of improved knowledge emerging on the environment to better inform a deferred
decision. This is particularly pertinent for irreversible losses and cases where new technology or

knowledge might enhance the value of the resource.

Existence values These are the so-called non-use values that are independent of actual (use) or potential (option)

values. These simply acknowledge that a given resource (eg. bilbies) exists and this alone
provides benefits or value to some individuals or groups within the community.

Vicarious values

television, cinema, efc.).

Somewhat like existence values, these relate to the benefits enjoyed from the indirect
consumption of an environmental resource through reading or access to other media (eg.

Bequest values

These are the benefits that one generation might obtain from the knowledge that it is conserving
a resource for the use or further conservation by another generation.

Source: Macleod (1989:6).

environmental good of direct interest) whose
attributes differ in some systematic fashion.
Statistical relationships areidentified between the
attributelevel sand apparent willingnessto pay for
them.

Each of val uation techniques described carriescertain
strengthsand weaknessesin itsapplicationto regional
assessment, and none seemsto be universally
superior to the others. The valuation context and the
particular characteristicsor attributes of the resources
involved will largely determine the utility of any of
the approaches, as will their data requirements,
availability and acquisition tasks (eg. see Sinden and
Worrall 1979).

At the most general level, the main strength of all of
the valuation techniques detailed liesin their attempt
to provide values to make the decision-making
process more complete, transparent and rational .
Whether this presumption is actually accepted or
useful, particularly by non-economists, remains an
open question. The application of economicsto
complex social and environmental problemsisby no
means an exact science. Moreover, thetasksinvolved
in breaking the dimensions of such problemsdown to
specific monetary values, even under simplistic
assumptions, are often less than straightforward, and
the ethical and philosophical dimensions of
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exploiting environmental resources frequently go
unresolved. Perhaps the most compelling case for
seeking to place economic valuations on
environmental resource use and/or quantifying trade-
offs between production and conservation valuesis
the pragmatic one of ensuring that they are at least
included in the decision process.

A major weakness of the various approaches, beyond
issues of completeness and so on, liesin their
apparent lack of credibility with many decision-
makers. For example, many economists have doubts
that even the more theoretically sound and widely
used valuation techniques such as contingent
valuation can actually provide accurate and reliable
values (eg. see Willis and Foster 1983; Knetsch and
Sinden 1987; Knetsch 1993).

Multi-sectoral economic models applied at the
regional level

Multi-sectoral models vary in sophistication from
fairly simple representations of regional economic
structure to large-scale simulation models with many
policy and other variables and complex mathematical
functions connecting them. The economic variables
incorporated in the models are based only on market
transactions and do not include broader community
economic values such as existence, bequest, option
and quasi-option values (Preece et al. 1995:45).
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An application of potential importance to regional
planning is their use to make baseline assessments of
the current dependence of the economy on particular
industries at the regional, State or national levels.
They aso can potentially be used to explore inter-
dependencies between industries in terms of total
employment, turnover and income. Other
applications include the prediction of impacts of
changesin the level and structure of particular
industries, based on scenarios of future forecasts and
trends. Finally, simulation results can be used to
formulate regional development strategies with a
focus on opportunities for expansion, requirements
for infrastructure investment, labour demands, fiscal
implications for State and local government, and
facilitation of cross-industry cooperation (Preece et
al. 1995:45). Preece et al. (1995:46) outline issues
regarding application of such methods in strategic
planning for eco-tourism development on a bio-
regional basis.

Itispossible, however, for environmental valuesto be
built into regional multi-sectoral models. Driml
(1987), for example, has applied multi-sectoral
modelling to assess the economic impacts of tourism
at the regional scalein respect to the Great Barrier
Reef. Similar studies are currently being undertaken
for the NSW Natural Resource Audit Council for the
north-eastern region of the State, assessing the
structural significance of activitiesin the region
associated with public lands (see Preece et al.
1995:45). Knapman et al. (1991), also applied a
particular multi-sectoral model to assess the
economic impacts of tourism in Kakadu National
Park on the Northern Territory economy.

Land and water resource degradation

Thereisan extensive economic literature (Australian
and international) on issues relating to the
degradation of land, water and other environmental
attributes (eg. noise, air pollution, congestion). This
literature, however, is often difficult to differentiate
from valuation techniques, as the respective
references commonly highlight the application of a
particular val uation techni que(s) within the context of
aproblem case example (eg. soil erosion, air quality,
salinisation). The economic literature is replete with
examples of estimation methods that have sought
applicable cases rather than the other way around.
Like much of the natural resource economics
literature, this sector of the literature has focused
heavily on agricultural applications and provided
limited direct attention to specific rangeland resource
management issues. However, asin the other areas of
resource management, the scope for analogy,
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principle sharing and methodology extension is quite
strong.

Four sub-themes are described below: animal
grazing; soil erosion/landscape degradation; water
resource quality/wetlands etc.; and air quality/
pollution (see MacL eod 1996).

There appears to be a near universal belief amongst
rangelands research and administration personnel,
conservation interests, many urban dwellersand, to a
|esser extent pastoraliststhemselves, that overgrazing
is endemic and the major cause of land degradation-
induced losses (eg. see MacLeod 1992, 1993, 1995).
Thereis, however, little support for this assertionin
theeconomicsliterature, thoughthereislittleto refute
it either).

Treatments of livestock grazing economic impacts
(especidly those based on field experiments) are
commonly limited in scope and realism in the context
of commercial grazing enterprises. Feedbacks of
grazing pressure through resource condition to
subsequent animal productivity are rarely
incorporated and the unit of analysis most frequently
applied is simplified to a standard animal (per head)
or agrazed pasture (per hectare). Paradoxicaly, this
abstraction from the complex context of commercial-
scale grazing enterprisesis usually justified on the
grounds of aiding generality across enterprises.
However, the abstraction itself merely servesto
guarantee that the results rarely can be usefully
applied to that very context for which such
information is badly needed to improve resource use
decision-making. Whole enterprise modelling and
property case studies might improve on this (Pope
and McBryde 1984).

Grazing-induced spillovers are recognised (eg. soil
movement, siltation, destruction of riparian
vegetation and corridors) as being important to
catchment and regional resource health. Neverthel ess,
at the economic level, they do not seem to have been
addressed. Despite some very early work in the
United States in the 1930s and 1940s, the literature
relating to soil erosion and land degradation issues
seemsto belargely centred on aperiod from the early
1980s.

The early land resource material has a significant
focus on the opportunity production losses and
damage repair estimates stemming from agricultural
land uses (eg. McConnell 1983; MacL eod 1990a;
Hall and Hyberg 1991). Later materia has placed
increasing emphasis on damage functions, pricing
and institutional arrangements (including property
rights) to prevent degradation (eg. Looney 1991;
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Chisholm 1987&; Blyth and McCallum 1987) aswell
as broader social issues such as impact on urban
communities who might pay to reduce damage
incidence. Spillover externalitiesfrom soil movement
and dryland salinisation from tree clearing (Quiggan
1986; Osborn and Shulstad 1993) are also important,
although these areless-well canvassed than spillovers
involving water and atmospheric resources (Holmes
1988). Much of the literature centres on agricultural
land uses (notably cropping), although acidification
from fertiliser use (Harlin and Beradi 1987) and
dryland salinisation through tree clearing is also
prominent.

Water quality and conflicting demands for access to
water bodies are classic areasin which environmental
externalities and distributions of property rights are
key issues. A dominant theme of the water resource
quality literature centres on groundwater
contamination from agricultural land uses and
salinisation of water bodies through excessive inputs
of irrigation water (eg. Quiggan 1991; Mattinson and
Morrison 1985). To alesser extent, thereisafocuson
agricultural and industrial impacts on water quality
from the perspectives of recreational values of water
bodies and urban and industrial uses (especially
drinking water; eg. Cocks and Walker 1994; Greenly
et al. 1982). Wetlands and their status may feature to
alimited extent in thisliterature, although this
depends on the actual attribute(s) being studied
(Mitchell and Carson 1985; Lynne et al. 1981).
Wetlands, for example, carry values for wildlife,
commercia fishing and trapping, recreation and
general existence values, aswell as acting as vital
reserves or corridors for maintaining (or saving)
elements critical to biodiversity. These are largely
covered in the literature of other sub-themes.

A raft of valuation approaches and/or resource use
alocation/conflict resolution philosophies has been
applied towater resourceissues. However, it might be
fair to conclude that this sub-theme has, more than
some others (except perhaps air quality and noise
pollution) been addressed more strongly through
econometric and programming techniques (eg. linear
and mathematical programming) and considerations
of property rightsallocations. Regional approachesto
resolving water resource issues would seem to
logically include integrated catchment management
planning, but thereislimited specific attention to this
in the economic literature.

The relationship between impaired productivity and
other diminished environmental attributes and
property/land values has received some attention in
the economic literature. To the extent that such values
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should represent the capitalised value of future
earning streamsin a perfectly functioning market,
degradation or amenity losses should quickly flow to
such values. Moreover, recognition of thislinkage or
improvements to pricing efficiency isargued to be a
motivating forcetoimproved land and water resource
management. Damage to other land values through
spilloversis seen to represent a measure of the
imposed externality.

Much of the literature focuses on urban/industrial
issues such the effect of noise pollution and siting of
public utilities on local real estate values (eg. see
O’'Byrne et al. 1985; Nelson 1982). Nevertheless,
there is some work covering the impact of soil and
water pollution on both rural and rural—urban land
and property values (Palmquist and Danielson 1989;
Miranowski and Hammes 1984). While none of the
literature uses rangelands as exampl es the methods
and estimation techniques are potentially applicable
in that context.

Thereisaso avast economic literature on the
environmental spillover effects of urban and
industrial resource uses on issuesrelating to air
quality, noise and other amenity pollution and their
effectson public health. In fact, these dominate many
of the early writings on environmental spillovers,
property rights and legal aspects of environmental
resource exploitation. However, there appear to have
been few studies specifically relating to agricultural
land usesin general and rangelandsin particular. This
allocation of effort may well be justified within the
context of extensive use and relative isolation of
rangelands, although ‘ hot spots’ might occur closeto
rural townships or other intensive uses (eg. mining).
A potentially significant value of theliterature onthis
topic remains its contribution of logic, valuation
methods and approaches to other resource issues and
land uses for which the anal ogy might be appropriate
(eg. property rights, regulatory failure, etc.).

Restoration technology economics

Given the apparent extent of land and resource
degradation in Australian rangelands, the economic
literature on restoration technologies is surprisingly
concentrated and recent. The major Australian focus
is centred heavily on shrub encroachment issues
within the context of semi-arid rangelands,
particularly those of north-western New South Wales
(eg. see Penman 1987; Noble et al. 1993; Burgess
1987). The North American literature has an apparent
bias towards similar problemsin the rangelands of
Texas and Utah (eg. Herbel 1983; Scifres 1980).

The application context and methodological base are
also generally very narrow. Themajority of published
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studies concentrate on partial budgeting techniques
incorporated within a cost—benefit analytical
framework applied to a paddock scale of evaluation
(MacLeod and Johnston 1990). Limited exceptions
have taken a property scale or sectoral focus
employing dynamic programming (Wang and Linder
1990) and aggregate social benefit assessment
techniques (Vere et al. 1980).

There is considerable scope for expanding this work
to support land resource management at a regional
level, especidly in light of the claimed relationship
that exists between resource degradation and
enterprise size and viability. Modelling or case study
work at the whole property level and/or catchment
level is potentially important, especially if this could
capture important feedbacks between market
conditions, property size, management characteristics
and resource health.

Wildlife/ feral pestg/biodiversity

The presence and impact of hon-domesticated animal
speciesin agricultural regions and rangelands has
received some economic attention over theyears. The
bulk of the available literature generally dates from
the 1980s and has grown along with societal concern
over resource use implications for preservation of
biodiversity (eg. Brookeshire et al. 1983; Buckley
1994, Jakobsson and Dragun 1989). Like that dealing
with wetlands, the wildlife economic literatureis
reasonably wide in its focus, but does tend to
distinguish between wildlife and feral animals as
either pest speciesor associally valued features of the
natural environment. This distinction is not
necessarily a clear one, as some wildlife and feral
species(eg. kangaroos, pigs, goats) also offer amenity
through hunting and/or real or latent commercial
exploitation.

In the cases where the primary focus has been on the
potential for animals to damage agricultural or
pastoral production, two analytical approaches have
typically been followed. The first seeks estimates of
aggregate opportunity production losses through
surveys or sectoral aggregations from simple case
budgets or models (Flavel and Gomboso 1989;
Gibson and Y oung 1988; Wilson and MacL eod
1988). The second has been to apply optimising logic
to abstract or empirically-derived damage functions
and related marginal benefit functions (MacLeod
1988; Tisdell 1982, 1983). Both approaches have
been criticised (not in the literature per se). The
former have been challenged for its lack of attention
to marginal gains and losses that identify optimal
decision criteria. The latter typicaly fail to
realistically capture the dynamic biological
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relationships that underlie the real damage functions
(eg. density dependence, predator—prey and
migratory habits). Both approaches also rarely
capture aternative values that are potentially placed
on the target species by different stakeholder groups
(eg. conservationists, hunters).

Recreational use of natural resources/ national
parks/ conservation areas/ forestry/treescapes
Three sub-themes are described below: recreation;
national parks and conservation areas; and forestry
and preservation of treescapes.

As outdoor recreation and tourism (eg. sightseeing)
have traditionally been a significant urban use of
natural landscapes and water bodies, especidly in
North America and Europe, a substantial component
of the natural resource use economics literature has
been focused on this land use and conflicts with
agricultural, forestry and other industrial uses of the
same resources. Because these uses are often
unpriced, or are priced according to indirect markets
or attributes, agood deal of the literature focuses on
value estimates or conflicts with uses that do have
tighter market-based val ues (eg. hydro-electric power
generation, highway development, land clearing,
forestry; Delacey 1987; Driver and Burch 1988;
Beeton and Collins 1985). With a few exceptions
(Delforce et al. 1986a,b), little of the literature has
focused directly on rangeland applications and much
would appear to fall within the earlier identified
category of case examples to support the academic
refinement of a given valuation technique (eg. travel
cost, hedonic pricing, contingent valuation) rather
than the application of a mature valuation
methodology to a pressing policy problem.

Nevertheless, recreation (and its near relation—eco-
tourism) is of growing importance to many regional
economies and a frequently used justification for
maintaining or expanding infrastructure in isolated
rangeland regionsin particular. The extent to which
these resource uses are compatible or potentialy in
conflict with moretraditional rangeland resource uses
(eg. pastoralism, mining) is an open question and one
amenable to planning procedures. Of particular
interest is the extent to which recreation and tourism
in isolated regional contexts can offer a diversity of
economic options that could improve the, otherwise
marginal, viability prospects of many rangeland
enterprises.

Many of theissues surrounding recreation, tourism and
conservation of biodiversity have astheir focus
formally defined conservation areas such as national
parks and/or other reserves where conservation of
biota, landscapes or certain aesthetic attributes (eg.
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scenic outlooks) are the primary values. Therefore,
much of the economic literature surrounding these
issuesoverlaps. That is, therelative priceratiosthat in
amarket economy would ordinarily efficiently direct
resources between, for example, agricultural
development of preservation areas, exclude significant
elements of social value associated with the latter use.
Theseincludethevariousvalues associated with active
uses such as recreation and more passive vaues
associated with such things as retaining options or
existence values for certain species or resource suites
not traditionally traded in markets (Bennett 1984;
1991a; Hundloe et al. 1990). Other considerations
might include the levels of aparticular attribute that
might be promoted within the broad use of nature
conservation, aswell as resolving conflicts between
uses such as recrestion and preservation of wilderness
valuesthrough exclusion of access (eg. Bennett 1984b;
Carter 1987; Imber et al. 1991).

The common denominator for this sub-themeis
largely the focus on ‘trees’. Much of the early tree-
related economic literature tends to be divided
between the economics of particular forestry
practices such as rotations and various harvesting
technologies, comparisons between the relative
profitability of forestry and agricultural enterprises
(especialy on marginal farming country) and
conflicts between forestry practices and resource
conservation values (largely of urban dwellers). The
first twoissuesarelargely internal onesto beresolved
by individual decision-makers consistent with their
specific management objectives, although they can
have external effects of interest to resource planners
(eg. forestry enterprises might confer benefits from
reduced salt accession to water tables, or impair
visual aspectsof therural landscape). Thelastissueis
of definiteinterest to regional planning. The selected
literature is largely focused on: potential conflicts
between timber harvesting and conservation activities
(Kula 1986; Roger 1992; Streeting and Hamilton
1991); the wider issue of multiple use of forest lands
which typically places a high emphasis on public
access for recreation activities (Galapitage 1991,
RAC 1992a); and tree decline in landscapes due to
agricultural or urban land use practices (Ekanayake
1985; Tisdell 1985).

Sustainable resource management/ ecological
€conomics

Thereis areasonably extensive, and growing,
economic literature dealing with issues relating to
sustainable agriculture, sustainable resource
management, and ecologically sustainable
development (eg. Batie 1989; Douglas 1985; ESD
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Working Groups 1991). Thisliterature has largely
paralleled the broad socia trend towards sustainable
resource use, development and popul ation growth
emerging from the 1980s and, perhaps punctuated, by
international and national ‘ statements’ such as
signing the Rio treaty, nominations for World
Heritage listing (eg. Willandra Lakes, South West
Tasmania, Wet Tropics) ‘ decades of Landcareand so
on. In many ways, it is asimple extension of the
earlier social and disciplinary trends identified with
the emergence and growth of ecology and natural
resource economics in general. Associated with this
trend has also been the emergence of ecological
economics as a challenge to (or aternative) to the
predominant neo-classical (rational optimisation)
paradigm that underpins much existing economic
thinking and practice.

A principal characteristic of ecological economicsis
the greater integration of ecological theories and
concepts into decision-making models, including the
feedbacks between resource uses and the state of the
environment (Common 1991b). Non-linearity of
processes, and attempts to incorporate awider array
of social dimensionsinto private and public objective
functions might also characterise thiswork. This
seemsto carry potential implications for analysing
regional resource use decision contexts involving
natural systems and multiple stakeholders with
divergent interests. However, the theoretical and
empirical bases of the ecological economics ‘ school’
or discipline are till evolving.

With respect to the thrust for sustainable agriculture
and resource use, especially within the context of
rangelandspastoral enterprises, asignificant common
element of most definitionsisadual recognition that
production enterprises need to be economically viable
and the underpinning processes ecologically viable
(eg. Barbier 1987; Campbell 1988; Cary 1992). The
further marriage of ecological understanding and
feedback mechanisms emerging within both the
applied rangeland ecology and ecological economics
literature to the earlier economic insights of property
adjustment theory can lay the path to describing and
promoting the flexible and adaptive pastoral
enterprisesthat might be consistent with this concept.
Appropriate institutional frameworks (eg. finance,
tenure) canvassed in the sectoral viability literature
would also promote thisidea (Adger and Whitby
1992; Common 19914). Inclusion of non-pastoral, or
at least pastoral-sympathetic, resource uses
(including multiple use options) would expand
private managers decision options and might also
potentially promote outcomes that are more
consistent with the broader public interest.



Regional Resource Use Planning in Rangelands. an Australian Review

A third aspect of the definitions and debate
surrounding sustainable resource use is the issue of
intergenerational equity; that is, making choices that
|eave open the options of future generations or (if
irreversible) adequate compensation for damage to
their interests. Failureto do thisisindicative of aclass
of externality whose importance and resolution have
attracted a growing economic literature (Chisholm
and Clark 1992; Collinsand Y oung 1991). A related
issue isthe anthropocentric focus of valuation efforts
centred on preserving other species (eg. hilbies).
While these issues remain topical and unresolved,
they are beyond the focus of this review. They are
raised merely to highlight issues that regional
resource planning frameworks might, in amore
informed world, ideally seek to address.

Economic impact assessment models

Many of the above techniques and models can
themselves be applied wholly or in part to the
prediction of economic impacts arising from land use
change at the regional level. Such techniques have
been particularly developed and utilised in the
evolving comprehensive regional assessment
processes currently being undertaken in the forest
sector. The Commonwealth Department of Primary
Industries and Energy (DPIE 1994) has developed a
forest utilisation model as a generic model for
determining the impact of changes to regional forest
industries. The model is constructed around
harvesting, processing and market delivery activities
and generates a spatial flow of wood through these
stages. It allows resultant prediction of direct
employment demand.

Within this framework, linear programming models
are applied to estimate the net returns or value-adding
from forestry over time. A land use accounting
system that shifts forest land units between timber
and non-wood production categories enables
assessment of changes in forest resource use tenure
over time. In addition, changes to industry structure
or the market outlook for wood products can be
measured in terms of changesto the values the model
generates (DPIE 1994).

6.2 Improving Regional Resource

Use Planning Negotiation and
Procedures

In recent years, there have been some limited
methodological developmentsto assist the shift from
more technical planning proceduresto more
negotiatory processes. Many of these developments
have arisen in support of key sectors of the
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community which have won improved rights to
access land use alocation processes through
legidlation (eg. the Native Title Act). The following
sections outline someinnovative methodsthat may be
used to promote negotiated approaches.

6.2.1 Conflict prediction or prevention
methods

One of the key purposes of regiona planning isto
manageincreasing conflict over resourceuse. Several
authors have written about procedures and methods
specifically designed to actually predict resource use
conflict and prevent future social impacts. Wei-Ning
Xiang (1992:17), for example, applies GIS
techniquesjointly with multi-criteria decision-
making models to predict land use conflict, therefore
alowing the development of appropriate strategiesto
prevent the development of these conflicts within
regional and other land use planning exercises. One of
thelimitations of thisapproachisthat it can stimulate
existing conflicts rather that actually facilitating a
negotiated resolution. It is, however, useful in
informing those preparing to facilitate a process of
negotiated land use change or asabasisfor economic
assessment of mitigation costs.

6.2.2 Techniquesto assist structuring
negotiation processes

With areasonable information base and astructurein
place for bringing stakehol ders to the negotiation
table, there are various techniques that can be applied
to explore negotiable resource use options. RAC
(1992b) outlines methods and procedures which can
be used in this context. In particular, it outlines the
potential application of scenario analysis, multi-
criteriaanalysis and risk analysisin evaluating
resource use options. While many of these techniques
evolved for the benefit of centralised decision-
making, they are equally useful in multi-stakeholder
situations.

Scenario analysis relies on the devel opment of
aternative futures to construct, represent and assess
options in resource negotiations. Thisinvolves
considering the implications of ‘what if’ questions
about the future. It may also involve critical
examination of the underlying assumptions, their
feasibility and internal consistency, and sensitivity to
specified variation (RAC 1992a:40). On the other
hand, multi-criteriaanalysis can be viewed as a set of
procedures “designed to identify and organise
information relevant to various stepsin the decision
making process’ (RAC 1992a:41). It involves
stakeholders specifying the options to be examined,
establishing the disadvantages and advantages,
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establishing aweighting for each criterion, and using
this information to inform negotiations. Similarly,
qualitative and quantitative risk assessment methods
can be used to inform these processes (see RAC
1992a:43). Their strength liesin their explicit
recognition of the multi-dimensionality of the
decision problem. In particular, this approach hasthe
potential to provide a mechanism for facilitating
mediation and negotiation processes where there are
conflicting resource use options.

6.2.3 Strategic perspectives analysis

As the above procedures recognise, the resolution of
land use conflict require more than a centralised
agency analysing relevant resource information and
stakeholder views. The values and aspirations of
competing groups fundamentally underpin such
conflicts, and the principles developed in chapter 3
dictate that more facilitative procedures are needed to
both identify potential conflicts and to support
equitable negotiations. To addressthisneed, Daleand
Lane (1994) apply ‘ strategic perspectivesanalysis' as
aprocedure for both participatory and political forms
of resource decision-making. The procedure can be
applied in organising regional planning processes,
and it isuseful in identifying key stakeholders,
thoroughly exploring their interests and capabilities
in resource use, and in seeking appropriate avenues
for conflict resolution. It can also be used to evaluate
whether planning processes are equitable and
effective (Carman and Keith 1994:51).

Depending on the context in which it is applied, the
procedure can be used by planning facilitators or by
marginalised groups affected by aland useconflict. In
these circumstances, the procedure can be applied by
such groupsto articul ate their own vision, aspirations
and strategiesin relation to resource use, and to
improve their negotiatory effectiveness (Carman and
Keith 1994:51).

6.2.4 Regional plan evaluation and impact
assessment methods

Many of the integrative methods already discussed
above can be applied in one form or another to the
regional plan evaluation or impact assessment. CBA
and other fiscal appraisal techniques have often been
applied, though many of the limitations already
discussed still apply. In particular, CBA does not
resolve trade-offs between equity and efficiency,
between quantifiables and intangibles and between
technical procedures and the need for negotiated
outcomes (see Shefer and Kaess 1990:101). Planning
balance sheet (PBS) and gaol achievement matrix
(GAM) methods came into use as aresult of these
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unresolved challenges, but their similarities have
sparked much debate over their respective
contributions and shortcomings (Shefer and Kaess
1990:101). While PBS isamore direct descendant of
CBA, it addstime and physical scalesto the equation.
GAM breaks away from financial appraisal methods
and evaluates projects by determining the extent to
which they fulfil the explicit objectives of any group
identified as being affected by aregional plan (Shefer
and Kaess 1990:101). This more open framework
encourages improved stakeholder participation and
encourages the planner to take a more advisory or
facilitative role within the planning process. Strategic
perspective analysis (Dae and Lane 1994), while
developed to prepare for and to undertake project
planning, can equally be applied to evaluate plans
from avariety of stakeholder perspectives and to
facilitate negotiated resolution of outstanding issues
and conflicts

The application of multi-variate anaysisin the
evauation of regional plansis equally responsive to
the need to take several competing stakeholder groups
into account. Shefer and Kaess (1990:103) evaluate a
range of multi-variate methods and more recent
innovationsin this area.

6.2.5 Implementing regional plan outcomes

As seen in chapter 4, the implementation of regional
planning outputs is often limited by little attention
being paid to implementation arrangements. Any
arrangements devel oped need to be carefully
negotiated within the planning process, and clear
systems put in place for continuing the negotiations
once the plan’ s outcomes are being monitored.
Unfortunately, the regional planning literature does
not adequately deal with innovative techniques for
ensuring regional plansareimplemented. Appendix 2
summarises some potential and practical examples
which have been gleaned from our review of regional
planning across Australiain chapter 4. Theseinclude
binding agreements established to drive monitoring
and renegotiation of plan outputs and outcomes, and
clear mechanismsfor theintegration of regional plans
in local government planning schemes.

6.3 Improving Stakeholder Group

Facilitation

There isarange of community participation and
community development processes that can be used
in building the capacity of stakeholder groupsto be
fully representative and politically effective. The
following techniques provide innovative options that
can be used by interest groups to involve their
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constituency in the planning that needs to be
undertaken to prepare for that group’ sinvolvement in
the negotiation arena for regiona resource use
planning. It isimportant to note, however, that there
arean endlessrange of participative techniqueswhich
could potentially be applied in different contexts. In
choosing particular techniques for application, it is
important to consider whether or not the principles
outlined in section 3.5 are being adhered to. The
following techniques are by no means exhaustive, but
they could potentially be applied within regional
resource use planning in rangelands. For amore
detailed assessment of potential techniques which
could be applied to enhance participation within
stakeholder groupsinvolvedin regiona planning, see
Maywald (1989), Sarkissian and Perlgut (1989) and
Carman and Keith (1994).

6.3.1 Mapping actorsand arenas

In preparing to involve their constituents in planning
in preparation for regional negotiations, stakeholder
groups may benefit from mapping out the key
constituent actors that they need to involve and
determining the arenaswithin which they operate (eg.
see Fischer and Keith 1977). Mapping out actors and
arenas in this way allows the stakeholder groupsto
plan strategies for the equitabl e involvement of those
groups that may, for political or physical reasons, be
marginalised.

6.3.2 Resourcing for equitable participation

One way to ensure equitable participation within
stakeholder groupsisto ensurethat resources existing
within and provided to such groups are equitably
distributed. Boesveld and Postel-Carter (1991:147)
suggest that stakehol der groups can checklist dataon
the work and living conditions of those constituents
(eg. women, particular families or clans, etc.) that are
at risk of limited participation. Where a particular
agency isfacilitating regional planning, checklisting
approaches can be used to ensure that support and
resourcing for stakeholder groups are being applied
effectively. Stakehol der group leaders, however, need
to apply such conditions while understanding the
cultural context inwhich these*at risk’ membersfind
themselves. Regional planners, however, need to be
careful in applying such conditions. Overt
intervention (by planners from outside the
stakeholder group) to ensure the involvement of ‘at
risk’ constituents could result in them being further
marginalised.
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6.3.3 Community-based education, leader -
ship training and per sonal development

Stakeholder groups can enhance the participation of
their constituents by facilitating broad education
about environmental and land management issuesin
their areas of concern. Equally, providing leadership
training and personal development opportunities may
build additional capacity within the group (see Mill
1996). These activitiesimprove the ability of interest
groupsto plan and to beinvolved in negotiations over
resource management. The Kowanyama Aboriginal
Land and Natural Resource Management Office on
western Cape Y ork Peninsula, for example, isa
significant stakeholder in ICM in the Mitchell River
watershed. It has a detailed community-education
strategy, including the development of an accredited
natural resources management curriculum in the
school, and community education programs about
burning and coastal care (KALNRMO 1994:20).

6.3.4 Community-based monitoring
arrangements

One practical way to improve the effectiveness of
participation of stakeholder group constituentsisto
directly involve as many people asis possiblein the
data collection and monitoring needed to inform the
group’ sinvolvement in negotiation. This not only
assists the strength of the plan making processin an
educational sense, but also continuesto develop
group ownership and commitment to the negotiation
process. Alexandra et al. (1996) have recently
published a directory of community-based groups
involved in environmental monitoring across
Australia. They consider that the direct involvement
of constituents in environmental monitoring leads
participants to develop a stronger sense of
responsibility for managing resources.

Interest groups can also strive to engage their
constituents as much as possible in monitoring and
evaluating the plans they use as the basis for their
involvement in resource management negotiations.
Apart from involving people in the collection of
physical data, asdiscussed above, considerabl e effort
should be put into monitoring how people feel their
interests are being met by both the stakehol der
group’ s planning and the overall negotiation process.
ATSIC (1994a:40) outlines a number of techniques
that can be used to achieve this.



In thisfinal chapter we summarise the review
findingsand establish key R& D prioritiesfor regional
resource use planning activitiesin Australian
rangelands. In establishing these priorities, we have
also attempted to identify opportunities for applying
improved techniques and procedures within regional
resource use planning R&D (eg. the techniques and
procedures explored in chapter 6). Some of the R& D
priorities outlined previously have been identified in
the research literature and in various government
inquiries. The rest are priorities which have emerged
from thisreview.

7.1 Significant Political Support for
Regional Resour ce Use Planning

AcrossAustralia, there have been significant political
demands for more integrated regional approachesto
resource use planning. While these calls have come
from Commonwealth and State government agencies,
industry sectorsand other stakeholder groups, thereis
awide divergence of views about how they might be
achieved. Thereis, for example, astark contrast
between academic, conservation, indigenous and
agency-based calls for greater government
intervention, and industry based calls for improved
resourcing and support for self-regulation. These
differences have been sharply defined in recent times
by the vociferous response of industry groups to the
draft National Rangelands Strategy.

Viewed from any perspective, it appearsthat thereis
strong support for moreregional approaches. Some of
these political demands are clearly and
unambiguously articulated (eg, see the National
Rangelands Strategy). Others are more vaguely
articulated in general policy statements supporting
moves towards ESD principles and practices (eg.
environmental policies developed in the mining
industry). Whether these statements are clear or
ambiguous, most agencies, sectors, stakeholder
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Review Conclusions: Future
R& D Prioritiesin Regional
Resour ce Use Planning

groups and even academic institutions remain unclear
about what sustainable development actually entails,
and how the concept can be applied effectively on a
regional basis. This means much progress needsto be
made if systems of planning that deliver on the
political rhetoric are to be established.

R&D Priority No. 1:

R&D must focus on better conceptualising ESD at the
regional level. Thiswill require equitable negotiations
among key stakeholders aimed at reaching consensus
on what a sustainable region actually constitutes (eg.
what constitutes an adequate and representative reserve
system; what are equitable resource allocations; what
pastoral practices do not constitute sustainable
production; what indicators should be used to monitor
sustainability). This requires astrong R&D emphasis
on working towards regionally acceptable
characterisations of sustainability.

While regional aspects of ESD remain poorly
defined, there is aso continuing confusion among
commentators about what it is that regional
approaches to resource use planning can deliver in
addition to integrated catchment management and
morelocal scale activities (eg. Landcare and property
management planning). In practiceit remains unclear
what mechanisms and linkages are required to ensure
effectiveinterrelationships among these processes. In
theory, however, the principles of regional resource
use planning outlined in this review would suggest
that atwo-way flow of benefits between regional,
State/national and local levels can and must be
achieved.

R&D Priority No. 2:

The most effective ways of linking resource use
planning processes at different scales (eg. from regional
to catchment to property level) need to be determined
through specific research. Research into regional
approaches should not be at the expense of, and in
isolation from continuing improvementsin planning
and management at these other scales. R& D activities
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need toidentify waysfor regional resource use planning
to complement rather than duplicate resource use
planning activities at more local scales.

7.2 Elementsand Principles of
Regional Resour ce Use Planning

Planning studies have gradually moved away from
the old technical, rational forms of planning, which
were determined and driven by centralised
government agencies, towards more realistic
characterisations of planning that recognise the
plurality of stakeholder interests, such as those that
exist in rangelands environments. We suggest that
regional resource use planning must move towards
more flexible approaches that facilitate equitable
negotiations among theseinterests, within the bounds
of the laws that govern resource use. Where current
legal and administrative systems constrain the
effectiveness of these processes, however, thereisa
case for legal and administrative reform.

If amore negotiatory basisfor regional planning isto
be achieved, the results of our review suggest that
three primary elements of regional planning need to
be targeted: (i) the application of technically sound
and innovative assessment methods in the social,
economic and environmental sciences, to underpin
these negotiation processes; (ii) appropriate
ingtitutional and support arrangements, to facilitate
equitable negotiations among stakeholders; and (iii)
implementation of clear mechanisms to enhance the
participation of constituents within those stakehol der
groups represented in the negotiations that constitute
the regional planning arena.

A focus on improving these elements will rely on
access to awide range of sources, including: the
traditional planning and information technology
literature; technical texts on various forms of
economic, social and environmental assessment; the
bargaining and negotiation literature; and finally the
community development and group facilitation field.
R& D devel opmentsinregional planning equally need
to be focused across these areas. In each area,
however, we suggest that common attention needs to
be given to the application of the principles of
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, integration,
adequacy, equity, adaptiveness and accountability;
ensuring that no one research area evolves in away
that usurps adeguate consideration of the other two.
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R&D Priority No. 3:
In establishing future R& D priorities, equal attention
should be given to technical assessment, negotiatory
and intra-group participatory aspects of regional
resource use planning. To date, however, most of the
R& D effort in rangelands has focused on technical
assessment issuesin acentralised management context.
Someinitial redistributive effort may be needed to
patch existing gaps in avail able knowledge.

7.3 Lotsof Planning: Little
Institutional L earning

Regional resource use planning is not a ‘ brand new’
planning phenomenon across Australia. Thereisa
significant level of activity and a wealth of
ingtitutional arrangementsin place which encourage
regional planning approaches. Grave deficiencies,
however, are evident in these practices and
arrangements when viewed against our core regional
planning principles. Most are largely centralised
planning processes which have focused on non-
integrated themes of economic or social development,
or on conservation estate-based environmental
protection. Moreover, there have been very few
formal evaluations of these practices and
arrangements, and where such reviewshave occurred,
they are often limited in their scope and findings. The
existing evaluative literature has often not as part of
the system of monitoring within these processes.. Itis
often carried out by independent researchers. Thereis
not a clear ingtitutional culture which supports
adaptive management approaches. Contemporary
evaluative activity does not drive reform in regional
planning practice. Thereremainsadireneed for R&D
to focus on evaluating the strengths and weaknesses
of our regional resource use planning systemsinways
which facilitate and underpin appropriate and
adaptive reforms.

R&D Priority No. 4:

Given the wealth of regional planning activity in this
country and the lack of evaluative research, greater
priority should be placed on R& D which evaluates
current processes before substantial investments are
made in new approaches within rangelands. These
activities should be established in ways that maximise
adaptive planning and management reforms. At the
same time, strong eval uative components should be
built into any R& D activities seeking to experiment
with regional approachesto planning in rangelands.
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7.4 Technical Deficienciesin
Regional Resour ce Use Planning

Analytical frameworks

By and large, regional resource use planning in
Australia has isolated regional action into narrow
themes (eg. economic or social development,
environmental protection, resource development, or
even poorly integrated approaches to particular
industry sectors). If regional planning isto deliver
equitable and sustainable outcomes, it needs to
become more flexible and adaptive; reflecting the
complexity and interconnectedness of natural and
human management systems. Given that regional
resource use planning problems can rarely beisolated
from these systems, more effective analytical tools
and frameworks are required to reach meaningful
decisions. These tools and frameworks need to
improve our ability to formulate and characterise our
understanding of regional resource use planning
problems as well as engender adaptive planning and
management practices. The assessment of trade-offs
will inevitably flow from such an approach.

R&D Priority No. 5:

A key R&D priority is the development of more
effective tools and frameworks for analysing and
supporting resource use trade-offsin multi-objective
and multi-use contexts. Thesewill need to encompass a
variety of complementary environmental, economic
and social assessment techniques or methods that can
be matched flexibly to a particular problem or issue,
that can account for interactions among land uses and
that are able to accommodate the historical and socio-
political context inwhich resource use and management
decision-making are embedded.

Monitoring and evaluation will need to be an integral
on-going part of thisapproach in order to: (i) integrate
the various perspectives, skills and knowledge of the
different regional stakeholders; (ii) feed back into,
and build ownership of, theregional planning process
over time; and (iii) challenge institutions as well as
resource users to adapt behaviours. In particular, the
adaptive ecosystem management approach will
require an increasing focus on the identification of
practical environmental, social and economic
indicators of sustainability, aswell as monitoring and
evaluating changes through time. Current practices
have focused on monitoring and assessment methods
at the local scale with little attention to the broader,
regional scaleindicators. Moreover, these approaches
have focused on modelling production and resource
management systems and their condition. There have
been few attempts to trand ate these assessments into

121

identifying appropriate and practical response options
for resource usersin atimely way.

R&D Priority No. 6:

Given that desirable environmental responses to
changes in resource use and management may take a
long time to become evident at aregional scale, itis
important to identify indicators of sustainability that
reflect improvements in decision-making processes as
well as resource or environmental condition. These
indicators need to be assessable in atimely and cost
effective manner. Inturn, they need to belinked totools
or techniquesthat facilitate the eval uation of the suite of
appropriate resource use options and their implications
for ESD.

Support for learning processes

Regional resource use planning involves multiple
stakeholders, perspectives and decision-making
processes embedded in broader cultural, social and
political value systems. Thereis aneed for the
different regional stakeholder groups to recognise
conflicting values, competing interests, and differing
expectations. This requires more informed and open
communication within regional communities, and a
greater awareness of, and more equitable accessto,
the full range of useful knowledge or expertise
relevant to the resource use problem being tackled.
Important also is the recognition and communication
of uncertainty relating to much information that is
relevant to regional resource use planning.

R&D Priority No. 7:

R& D support for integrated, adaptive systems
approaches to regional resource use planning should
place priority on the development of information
technology tools or procedures that facilitate
collaborativelearning processes (eg. through providing
an arenafor bargaining and negotiation among multiple
actors). Such tools and procedures should be designed
to: (i) foster the exploration and recognition of differing
perspectives of the various regional groups toward
resource use and management issues; (ii) provide
equitable access to information; and (iii) recognise and
clearly communicate uncertainties relating to
information and the underlying assumptions of
aternative resource use options and their implications
to ESD. In this context, a key research priority isthe
development of a better understanding of the
contribution that technical information (ie. scientific,
policy and management) can maketo regional resource
use planning decision-making and policy development.

Social and cultural considerations

Social and cultural aspects of development have
received the least attention of all components of
regional resource use planning. Deficiencies needing
priority attention that have been identified in this
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review include those outlined in Table 8. Regional
resource use planning activitiesin Australia have
rarely come to terms with the socio-economic
processes that drive the region, and have often failed
to identify and recognise the wide range of social
values held by different stakeholder groups.
Consequently, the delivery of community and human

Table 8.

services has received little or no attention, even
though these may be critical in underpinning

economic productivity within aregion, or in assisting
the smooth implementation of regional restructure.

Future R&D priorities in regional social and cultural assessment

Research priority

Key research issues

Improved understanding of socio-economic processes
operating within rangelands.

Improving our understanding of social/ psychological values,
perceptions needs and expectations (Holmes 1996a:37;
Winter and Williams 1996:24).

Improving the decision supports for rangeland land managers
and communication channels between managers (Holmes
1996b:37).

Exploring and improving the effectiveness of education and
extension (Holmes 1996b:37).

Understanding the nature of intra-regional social linkages
(Holmes 1996b:37).

Examining effective community education and development
processes in rangeland communities (Winter and Williams
1996:24).

Improved techniques and tools for assessing social need and
developing appropriate human service delivery mechanisms

Developing effective benchmarks that can be applied to
regional service delivery planning and within impact
assessment processes (Jones and Thornewaite 1994:102).

Exploring and developing more effective systems for linking
human services planning and provision to the land use
planning and impact assessment system (see Jones and
Thornewaite 1994:102).

Exploring and developing more appropriate service delivery
models for rural communities undergoing social and economic
stress.

Improved integration of cultural heritage considerations within
regional planning

Exploring and developing ways to support indigenous bodies
to undertake their own cultural heritage assessment work as a
basis for negotiation of resource use issues.

Exploring methods to more directly involve communities in
identifying and preserving the culturally and socially important
places and traditions within the region.

Improved integration of social considerations within regional
resource use planning.

Exploring ways to translate social goals in regional plans into
implementable strategies (Jones and Thornewaite 1994:103).

Developing clear performance criteria which can be written
info regional plans in ways that will influence land use
decisions.

Better understanding the relationship between human service
delivery, economic productivity and the adoption of
sustainable management practices.

122




Chapter 7. Review Conclusions. Future R&D Priorities in Regional Resource Use Planning

R&D Priority No. 8:

In relation to technical aspects of regional resource use
planning, some redistributive effort should be put into
building our understanding of social and cultural
aspects of regional development. Particular emphasis
should be placed on understanding the social processes
which underpin the way regions function, integrating
cultural heritage considerations into land management
and better understanding the relationship between
human service delivery, economic efficiency and
sustainable management.

Economic considerations

Our review of theliteratureindicatesthat itisdifficult
to pinpoint specific areas towards which further
economic research might be directed within the
domain of regional resource planning. To the extent
that coalitions of interests and conflicts between
multiple stakeholders and potential resource useswill
determine desirable planning and land use outcomes,
the nature of thoseinterests and desired outcomeswill
ultimately determine information gaps and the R& D
agenda. That is, the context necessarily determines
the need for and utility of any R& D investment.
Despite these limitations, the following areas appear
most likely to need further R&D.

Firstly, the determinants of enterprise and regional
economic viability remain an unresolved issue. This
isnecessarily the casein the absence of aprescriptive
understanding of the interplay of the physical,
financial and human factorsthat promote flexible and
adaptive enterprise structures in an environment
characterised by climatic, market and institutional
risk. Non-traditional options (eg. native seed
production, wildlife domestication, eco-tourism),
while often mooted, are largely under-analysed,
especially with respect to growth potential and

aggregative capacity.

Secondly, economic welfare is promoted in the
narrow sense when the marginal social benefit of the
last unit employed/produced is equal to the marginal
social cost. Thisworksfineif all of the competing
exploitation and conservation values are both
identified and specified and the benefit is compared
against a social welfare function grounded in afair
distribution of resources and property rights. That
such values (apart from narrow exploitation values)
arerarely identified with confidence and socia
welfare functions remain largely indeterminate
remains a problem. Improvements can be made in
both valuation theory (eg. choice modelling) and
application.

Finally, economic evaluations of rangeland resource
use options are commonly made at an unrealistically
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fine scale (paddock or smaller) and thereislack of
realism in terms of process and context over scales
more appropriate to resource use decision-making
(property, catchment or region). Feedbacks, including
important temporal and spatia externalities, are
rarely incorporated within economic models of
rangeland resource use. There is some scope to
address thisissue within the context of capturing and
synthesising existing knowledge from arange of
applied disciplines, perhaps bolstered by simulation
modelling. More realistically, the gap will reguire
new R&D initiatives centred on ecosystem and
human system processes that remain poorly specified
and understood.

R&D Priority No. 9:
R&D prioritiesin regional resource use aspects of
economic assessment need further refinement, but
should at least focus on regional aspects of sectoral
viability, more robust systems for valuing economic
resources and stronger systems-based approaches to
economic modelling which can be applied effectively
across spatial and temporal scales.

7.5 Negotiatory and Procedural
Aspectsof Regional ResourceUse
Planning

In thisreview, we have found that regional resource
use planning in Australiaremains alargely
centralised process of governance, often with only
limited mechanisms for facilitating equitable
negotiation among key resource users. The focus of
planning has often been on the development of
regional structure plans used by centralised
authorities to regulate land use, rather than as
frameworks to negotiate solutions to the conflicting
views of regional stakeholders. Consequently, such
planning has generally not been effective in either
reaching binding agreements between stakeholders
and in managing conflict when development
proposals are presented for assessment by regulatory
agencies.

The current institutional arrangementsin place for
regional planning reinforce these inequities. In other
situations, the ingtitutional arrangements are flexible
enough to encourage negotiatory processes, but they
are not administered in ways which take advantage of
these opportunities. Many of the institutional
arrangements are set up to meet the needs of
particular resource management agencies or land
managers, rather than being developed to achieve
integrated management regimes. They rarely
establish effective monitoring and eval uative regimes
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that continue to build the negotiatory spirit among R&D Priority No. 10:

EZ g;knezg:gggzws onceinitial regional planning Substgntial R&D effort is needed to explore t_h_e most
) effective ingtitutional arrangements and conditions for

Table 9 detailsidentified R& D priorities for facilitating negotiation among stakeholders that can

improving regional resource use planning as an result in binding agreement over regional aspects of

effective and equitable framework for negotiation resource management. In particular, there is aneed to

redefine the organisational context within which
planning occurs, and to establish mechanisms for
improving the basis for negotiation that are likely to be
adopted by contemporary planning agencies.

among competing stakeholders with an interest in
resource use and management. The prioritiesfocuson
improving negotiation processes, institutional
arrangements and monitoring and eval uating
procedures for plan implementation.

Table 9. Future R&D priorities in regional approaches to negotiation

Research priority Key research issues

Regional planning as a basis for inter-stakeholder | Providing an efficient balance between regional planning process and
negotiations. cost (Morton 1994:10).

Improving mechanisms for stakeholder value identification and expression
(Morton 1994:10).

Maintaining the dynamic within negotiation processes (Morton 1994:10).

Designing processes that can admit a plurality of interests and that
promote interactive rather than autocratic solutions (Dorcey 1986).

Designing better tools to model negotiation processes (Dorcey 1986).

Improving the effective use of knowledge bases by asking how much better
decisions would be with specific improvements in the planning information
(Dorcey 1986).

Exploring non-Eurocentric models of negotiation for resource use (Craig
1991:125).

Exploring the potential application of regional planning to regional
agreements negotiated under Native Title Act 1993 (Cowell 1996).

Using actor and arena models to plan negotiations and/or predict
outcomes.

Better understanding the organisational context of | Improving organisational analysis as a fundamental component of
planning. regional planning (Howlett 1996:iii).

Examining the role of the State in regional planning activity (Howlett
1996:iii).

Developing policies and organisational structures that have the capacity
and flexibility to resolve cross and inter-sectoral resource use conflicts
(Sandford 1992:181).

Improved understanding of inter-regional linkages.

Exploration of regional planning to provide a context for action as well as
research coordination (Morton 1994:10).

Improved mechanisms for implementing, Mechanisms for maintaining the support for regional planning beyond
monitoring and evaluating regional planning. plan production.

Exploring the use of impact assessment to plan evaluation.
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7.6 Getting Strong Participation
Within Stakeholder Groups

The tendency for the academic literature to focus on
general aspects of public participation within
planning has donelittle to devel op abetter theoretical
understanding of negotiatory approachesto planning.
The vast public participation literature would suggest
that mechanisms for consulting members of the
general public are well known. These mechanisms,
however, rarely challenge the traditional, centralist
mode of planning in ways that genuine attempts at
inter-stakehol der negotiation can.

Through this review, we have found that most
regional planning activities expound and practice
various forms of consultation with the general
community. Few, however, are committed to
spreading decision-making power across a broader
range of stakehol ders. When stakeholdersare brought
into the process, they are often limited to local
government and industry sectors, and often exclude
community-based interests. Thisis often done on the
premise that elected officials are involved in such
processes to represent the interests of all their
constituent within the region. Even in situations
where cross stakeholder committees are established,
little consideration is given to the resources and
mechanisms needed to ensure that they are able to
effectively and equitably represent their constituents.

Greater R& D emphasis on improving the
participation of constituent members within
stakeholder groupsis necessary if agreements
negotiated at the regional level areto be credible and
durable. It is also necessary in creating a culture of
support for change towards sustainable and equitable
resource management systems within the region.
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R&D Priority No. 11:
Substantial R& D effort is needed to explore cost-
efficient ways to establish equitable mechanisms to
support stakeholder groups to establish and maintain a
clear mandate from their constituents during regional
negotiations. Particular emphasis should be placed on
improving mechanisms (eg. participant funding, etc.)
for resourcing stakeholder groups to carry out
representative functions and devel oping improved
techniques to empower individuals and groups to
develop their own planning and negotiation skills.

7.7 Concluding Comments

Thereis strong national interest in viewing the
planning and management of rangelands from a
regional perspective. Thisisreflected in the new
national emphasis on regional resource use planning
emerging from implementation of the new Federal
National Heritage Trust and Rural Partnership
Programs. It is also reflected in the intent of regional
land use agreements proposed under the current
amendments to the Native Title Act 1993. In addition
to this, there is arange of new initiatives driven by
State and local governments across Australia (eg.
consider new activitiesin the Gulf of Carpentariaand
the Kimberley) as well as new regional initiatives
being pursued in the community and industry sectors.

Given the current ecological, social and
environmental challenges facing this most extensive
of Australian resource bases, it isimportant that the
next tentative steps towards such approaches address
theissuesidentified in thisreview. It would be tragic
if new attempts to deal with regional issuesin
rangelands do not progress from an understanding of
the strengths and weaknesses of previous regional
resource use planning experiments across the country
and oversess.
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Appendix 1.

Summary of Institutional Arrangementsfor Regional Resour ce Use Planning
in State’swith Significant Rangeland Areas

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENT

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESULTANT PLANNING
PROCESSES

Institutional arrangements for regi

onal resource use planning in Queensland

World Heritage planning

Great Sandy Region
Wet Tropics
Great Barrier Reef

Need for regional approach established by World Heritage listing.

Focus on management of the World Heritage values of the regions.

See Table 5 for legislative and administrative basis.

Some attempts to integrate social and economic considerations.

Attempts to negotiate management among key resource users.

Formal management plans developed with community consultation and released
for specified periods of time.

Result in strategic plans with zoning maps as basis for regulation.

Regional frameworks growth
management

SEQ2001
FNQ2010

Wide Bay Burnett
GLADA Process

WHAM 2015
CQRDC Process

Need arose because of the impacts of rapid urban growth and development in
environmentally sensitive regions.

Focus on managing the impacts of growth and achieving infrastructure
coordination.

Financially and administratively sponsored by the Queensland Department of
Local Government and Planning.

Regional Planning Advisory Committee’s established with cross sectoral
representation.

Facilitated broad community participation.

Resulted in Regional framework for growth management and sectoral strategies
aimed at influencing planning schemes and development assessment processes.
Implementation to be monitored by Regional Coordinating Committees.

VROC-driven processes

Eastern Downs and Central Western
Queensland Regional Organisations of
Councils

Driven by VROCs to coordinate regional land use planning, economic and
infrastructure development.

Usually undertaken by VROCs or REDOs, sometimes with reference groups or
consultative committees.

Usually strongly focused on regional economic development and infrastructure
coordination.

Usually result in regional development strategies, but may also result in regional
environmental strategies.

Implemented as part of VROC/REDO operations.

Regional restructure processes

South West Strategy
Desert Uplands Strategy

Driven by urgent need for restructure of regional rural industries for reasons such
as historical closer seftlement policies, declining terms of trade and
inappropriate past management practices.

Focus on involving community in addressing social, resource use and
conservation issues and establishing a property reconstruction initiative.
Interdepartmental working group established to investigate regional options to
solve economic, social and environmental problems.

Undertook widespread consultation with landholders, local government,
financial institutions, industry and community groups.

Resulted in a significant Commonwealth/State funding package to implement
detailed strategy, largely via coordinating existing resources.
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INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENT

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESULTANT PLANNING
PROCESSES

Joint Commonwealth/State
regional planning

CYPLUS
Gulf Multiple Use Strategic Plan.

Driven by national public concern for the protection of Aboriginal interests and
the wilderness values of Cape York Peninsula.

Focus on establishing a clear policy framework for decision making.

Joint Federal/State funding, though run by the Queensland Office of the
Coordinator General.

Technical Taskforce established to run Natural Resource and Public Participation
programs.

Resulted in a series of technical reports regarding a range of sectoral and
specific issues.

Currently progressing to Stage II, though independent negotiations proceeding
among key community and industry stakeholders.

Tree clearing guidelines

38 local regions

Established as a result of concerns about land degradation and biodiversity loss,
particularly in Queensland’s rangelands.

Focus on establishing locally negotiated guidelines for regulation of tree
clearance permits by the Department of Natural Resources.

Local committees consulted widely to establish guidelines endorsed by natural
resource departments.

Local guidelines still currently being developed.

Regional manager’s forums

Cover service delivery regions across State

Established to improve coordination across State government agencies at the
regional level.

Focus on information exchange and service/infrastructure coordination.
Currently only includes regional managers of State departments, but local
government sometimes involved.

Is not a decision-making or planning structure.

Regional infrastructure planning

Carpentaria Mt Isa Mineral Province Study
Gulf SIA

Established where significant development pressure results in need for greater
infrastructure coordination.

Focus on the State and other agencies identifying priorities for economic
infrastructure investment and coordination among private, Commonwealth,
State and local government providers.

Focus is efficient economic development.

Implementation often monitored by joint committees (eg. the Common User

Lands Working Group).

Catchment management
processes

Mitchell River Watershed

Fitzroy Basin Regional Strategy
Herbert, Mary and Johnstone rivers
Lake Eyre Basin

Usually established through community initiative.

Focus on establishing integrated approaches to natural resource management
within the catchment.

Usually sponsored by a catchment coordinating group and supported through
Department of Natural Resources and other program funds.

Usually result in catchment management strategies and implementation
monitored by the group.

Regional social infrastructure
planning

Mackay Regional Council for Social
Development

Human Services Integration Project

Central Western Queensland Rationalisation
Exercise

Usually established because of need to provide greater social infrastructure with
limited resources.

Can be driven by State, Federal, local government or community sector.
Focus is often on regional needs assessment, regional service delivery and
coordination.

Variety of forms include coordinative groups, regional councils, VROCs.
Usually highly participative processes.

Often result in regional social plan or service delivery plans, or simply provide
social planning input into other processes.

Implementation monitored by established structures.
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R&D regional planning processes

CSIRO/LWRRDC

Driven by need for more sustainable land resource management.

Driven by R&D corporation and CSIRO.

Will focus on sustainable and equitable land management .

Will seek to empower stakeholder groups to plan and to negotiate regional
strategies with other stakeholders.

Will focus on negotiating regional solutions to key resource use problems.
Process recently commenced.

Institutional arrangements for regi

onal resource use planning in South Australia

Regional reviews

Barossa Valley Review
Mt Lofty Ranges Review

Needs arose from the impacts of rapid urban growth and development in
environmentally sensitive and agriculturally important regions.

Barossa Valley instigated by five local authorities and had strong ownership
from local government.

Mt Lofty Ranges sponsored by State government.

Other relevant programs/
processes

VROC or REDO driven processes.
Catchment management processes.
Regional groundwater planning.
Protected area planning.

Coastal management planning.
Health and social welfare councils.

Institutional arrangements for regi

onal resource use planning in Western Australia

World Heritage planning

Shark Bay

Need for regional approach established by World Heritage listing.
Focus on management of the World Heritage values of the regions.
See Table 5 for legislative and administrative basis.

WA Planning Commission
regional strategies and plans

Bunbury 2000 (1983)

Great Southern (1987)

Shark Bay (1987)

Leeuwin-Naturaliste Regional Plan (1987)
Geraldton Mid-West Region Strat. (1988)
Kwinana Regional Strategy (1988)
Peel-Harvey Estuary (1989)

Central Coast Regional Strategy (1994)
Peel Regional Strategy (1994)

Goldfields Esperance (1990)

Metroplan (1990)

Albany Regional Strategy (1994)
Freemantle Regional Strategy (1994)
Gascoyne Coast Regional Strat. (1996)
Pilbara (1992)

Needs have arisen for a variety of regional economic development,
environmental protection and growth management reasons.

Focus is usually to establish a statutory land use planning regulatory document
with associated operational strategies.

Statutory basis provided by the State Planning Commission Act 1985.
Processes centrally driven by the State Planning Commission and often
undertaken by appointed consultants with direction from steering committees.
Steering committees rarely include community sector, but often include regional
development commissions, industry and local government.

Strategies underpinned by regional planning studies.

Often seek to deal with service efficiencies, physical infrastructure and
environmental considerations.

Often statutory and administrative frameworks for public review applied.

Tend to result in regional frameworks for growth management and regulatory
zoning maps and operational strategies.

Regional strategies to be incorporated in new planning schemes by town and
shire councils and by landowners.

loint Department of Urban Development and town/shire monitoring programs

Joint DRDN/DPAUD regional
plans

Kimberley Region Plan

Need arose because of: rapid tourism, mining and agricultural growth in a
remote region; important historical, environmental, social and cultural values;
significance as an Aboriginal domain.

Focus on conflicting land use perspectives and regional development.

Based on community workshops and run jointly by the two departments.
Resulted in a formal strategic land use and operational plans.

Kimberley Development Advisory Committee and Kimberley Region Plan
Committee to oversee implementation and monitoring.
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Regional management plans Need established under the Conservation and land Management Act.

Focus on planning for the conservation and resource potential of Crown lands
11 CALM Regions in 11 administrative regions.

Plans generally establish a range of management objectives and principles,
summarise proposed operations, promote the achievement of the purpose for
which the land was vested and pursue particular objectives for each category of
land.

Plans include a purpose and background, resource information base,
management problems and options, and management proposals (including
implementation and monitoring).

Plans are open to public comment for a minimum of two months before
submission to government.

Plans generally have a ten-year time frame, though policy review is flexible
within this period.

More detailed management plans are prepared in addition to the regional plan
for certain high value or high conflict areas.

University-driven projects Evolved because of increasing resource development pressures in an Aboriginal
domain, declines in non-Aboriginal pastoralism and increases in Aboriginal
East Kimberley Impact Assessment Project land ownership.

A joint project of the Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies af the
Australian National University, the Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies, the
Anthropology Department of the University of Western Australia and the
Academy of Social Sciences in Australia.

Project constituted a long term demographic and ethnographic study of the
Aboriginal population of the East Kimberley and was largely conducted in
association with Aboriginal communities in the region.

Project resulted in a range of multidisciplinary research studies.

Project studies were intended to empower Aboriginal communities fo negotiate
better outcomes over a range of regionally significant issues.

R&D regional planning processes | Driven by need for more sustainable land resource management.

Driven by R&D corporation and Department of Agriculture, but involving REDO,
Rangeways Project community and industry sectors.

Will focus on need for changing fo sustainable forms of land use after assessing
social, economic and environmental opportunity costs.

Will explore procedures for regional land use planning that are consistent with
ESD and integrate social, economic and environmental issues.

Hopes to explore stakeholder and community participation as well as political,
institutional, market and fiscal intervention required to implement desired land
use allocations.

Will seek to empower stakeholder groups to plan and to negotiate regional
strategies with other stakeholders via establishment of participative planning
committee, data collection and using LUPIS to assess land use allocations within
negotiated guidelines.

Only recently commenced
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Action Research Project The aim of the exercise is to develop a better understanding of sustainable
management of the region.

South Coast Initiated by the Department of Agriculture with a period of consultation to
measure community Landcare and environmental concerns.

High degree of collaboration between government departments and the
community sector in moves fowards sustainable regional development
Substantial input from government agencies such as CALM, the Water and
Rivers Commission, the Department of Environmental Protection, local shires and
the Great Southern Development Commission.

Process resulted in a series of six Land and Water Care Strategies.

Other relevant programs/ VROC or REDO driven processes are often supported by the new Regional
processes Development portfolio to undertake economic planning, project promotion and
education, research, professional support and information exchange.
Statutory regional development commissions supported by the Regional
Development portfolio in the same way as VROCs and REDOS.

Catchment management processes and regional groundwater planning.
Protected area planning.

Coastal management planning policies being developed by the State Planning
Commission under a memorandum of understanding.

Environmental Protection Agency is encouraging regional environmental
investigations as part of their sustainable development of rangelands position

paper (EPA 1996).

Institutional arrangements for regional resource use planning in the Northern Territory

Regional structure plans Published and developed by the Department of Lands and Housing in
Accordance with Section 66A(1) of the NT Planning Act.
Darwin Regional Structure Plan 1990 Establishes a broad land use structure for the future development and key land

Gulf Region Land Use and Development Study | use development proposals.

Based on detailed regional profiles of the natural and social environment and
details existing land use.

Statutory forms of public review available, but plan developed by DLH.
Broadly integrates economic, physical and environmental considerations.
Structure plan overlies town and community government planning and provides
basis for regulation of development in region for private sector and public sector

developers.
Other relevant programs/ World Heritage Area planning (Kakadu and Uluru).
processes VROC or REDO-driven processes.

Catchment management processes and regional groundwater planning.
Protected area planning.

Coastal management planning.
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Institutional arrangements for regi

onal resource use planning in New South Wales

Regional strategies

North Coast Urban Planning Strategy.
Hunter Coastal Urban Settlement Strategy.
Metropolitan Strategy.

Draft lllawarra Coast Planning Strategy.
Draft Sydney- Canberra Corridor Strategy.
ACT and Subregion Planning Strategy.
Albury Wodonga Regional Planning
Strategy.

Section 117(2) of the Environment Planning and Assessment Act provides for the
Minister to give direction to scouncils in relation to particular (in some cases
regional) planning issues.

Establishes a broad land use structure and guidelines for future development and
key land use development proposals.

Statutory public review.

Plan developed by NSW Department of Planning in association with other
agencies and local government.

Broadly integrates economic, physical and environmental considerations.
Resultant plan overlies local government planning.

Regional environmental plans

41 in operation
11 in exhibition
6 not yet exhibited

Usually prepared in accordance with Sections 40 and 41 of the NSW
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

Regional environmental plans are preceded by regional environmental studies.
Work is usually undertaken by the relevant State government agencies in
cooperation with other stakeholder agencies.

Comnmittees established under s22 of the Act drive the process and usually
include State and local government representatives.

Subcommittees generally report to the s22 committee, but seem to have limited
community sector input.

Specialist consultancy reports also used to inform the process.

Generally undertaken to compile comprehensive social economic and
environmental data, to analyse these issues and present preferred strategies for
land use change (eg. accommodating growth)

May integrate social, economic and environmental issues.

Usually result in land use policies and operational strategies.

Implementation usually through existing structures.

R&D regional planning processes

CSIRO/LWRRDC Regional Project

Driven by need for more sustainable land resource management.

Driven by R&D corporation and CSIRO.

Will be run by a project management team and draw upon a stakeholder
advisory network, steering committee, technical advisory group, regional
planning reference group and regional rangelands projects liaison group.
Hopes to establish a knowledge system to support regional planning,
conservation and development initiatives.

Will work with regionally-based stakeholder committees with coordinators
funded by the Murray

Both areas also fall within the bounds of catchment management committees and
enclose a number of land care groups

Aims to result in development of nationally applicable theory, principles,
practices and methods for sustainable land use.

Only recently commenced.

Other relevant programs/
processes

World Heritage Area planning.

Resources and Conservation Assessment Committee

VROC or REDO-driven processes.

Catchment management processes and regional groundwater planning.
Protected area planning.

Coastal management planning.

Area Assistance Scheme funding for regional approaches to address inequality
in human services (see Jones and Thornthwaite 1994:84).
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Examples of Actual and Suggested Negotiated Solutionsto Key Regional
Resour ce M anagement | ssues

Management problem

Negotiated solution

Examples/ Source

Environmental and resource use issues

Transfer of management from
marginal production to
conservation management.

Transfer of land use from quality
or marginal production fo the
formal conservation estate.

Transfer of management from
unsustainable to sustainable
production.

Direct expansion of the formal
conservation estate.

Insufficient resources for dealing
with environmental problems.

Lack of environmental
management standards between
agencies with a role in resource
management.

Lack of environmental awareness
across the region.

Insufficient environmental
management skills within the
region

Insufficient environmental
standards in development
approval processes within the
region.

Areas of high environmental
sensitivity identified, but further
planning work needed to protect
environmental values and

management.

Financial assistance allocated to enable managers to
remain on the land to assist in the management of feral
animals, weeds, fire and local reserves, in exchange for
certainty that any residual productive use of the land was
sustainable.

Negotiation of formal cooperative management regimes
between Government and producers.

Negotiated property acquisition/ compensation for
inclusion in the conservation estate.

Reform of lease tenures, replacing development and
stocking conditions with sustainable use requirements and
conditions.

Designation of unallocated land to the formal conservation
estate.
Specific budgetary allocations for land purchase.

Specific budgetary allocations to enhance conservation
management within the region.

Negotiation of user pays arrangements for environmental
management purposes.

Negotiation of environmental management standards or
codes of behaviour between appropriate agencies.

Negotiation of regional environmental awareness
strategies.

Negotiation of additional courses or modification of existing
courses within the regional education and training system.
Establishment of environmental management training
strategies within regionally-based stakeholder involved in
natural resource management.

Regional agreement about performance criteria to be
integrated in planning schemes and other plans which
influence land use decisions.

Regional agreement about criteria to be built into triggers
for impact assessment for development assessment.

Regional agreement about priority local areas and other
forms of environmental management planning.

Moreton et al. (1995)

SEQ2001

Holmes (1996b:34)

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)

FNQ2010

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)
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Management problem

Negotiated solution

Examples/ Source

Areas of insufficient knowledge
identified, requiring further
research work to underpin future
regional environmental
management strategies.

Insufficient economic incentive for
conservation management.

Protection of biodiversity.

Inequitable land administration.

Rural readjustment and re-
establishment support.

Strategies negotiated to develop strategic research and
development projects dealing with identified regional
issues.

Budgetary allocations at the regional level to deal with
identified research and development priorities.

Park use fees for protected areas.

Negotiated commercial license fees.

Indirect taxes and charges.

Earmarking funds raised from regional economic
development.

Negotiated provision for donations.
Performance bonds on private operators.
Investment in conservation on private lands.

Codes of practice negotiated for specific sectors.
Building adequate buffer zones into regional land use
plans.

Setting broad performance criteria for land use at the
regional level.

Negotiation of relevant legislative and administrative
change.

Negotiation of regionally-based rural restructure package.

Preece et al. (1995:76)

Ledgar (1994:73)

Ledgar (1994:74)

Social and cultural issues

Aboriginal alienation from lands
in which they still hold a direct
traditional, social, economic,
cultural or historic interest (eg.,
Crown land, pastoral lands and
areas already declared or to be
declared part of the formal
conservation estate).

Insufficient Aboriginal access to
land of traditional, historical,
economic or cultural importance

Government development of regional strategies for
expediting the land claim process and for property
purchase where possible.

Negotiation of cooperative management agreements
between conservation agencies and Aboriginal groups.
Direct negotiation of heads of agreements between
Aboriginal groups and pastoralists about access
agreements; bilateral access agreements reached in
specific areas or on particular properties.

Budgetary allocations to regional land purchase.
Negotiated agreement between land managers and
Aboriginal people about access and other significant
concerns.

Cape York Land Use
Agreement

Economic issues

Insufficient skills base within the
region to support economic
growth

Poor perception within the
community regarding growth of a
particular industry or group of
industries

Negotiation of additional courses or modification of existing
course within the regional education and training system.
Establishment of industry skills and training strategies within
regionally-based industries.

Budgetary allocations and strategies to improve public
awareness.

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)

SEQ2001
FNQ2010
WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)
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Management problem

Negotiated solution

Examples/ Source

Insufficient physical infrastructure | Focused budget appropriation for regionally significant SEQ2001
to support industry growth within | infrastructure development.
the region Negotiated agreements between industry and government
about appropriate and equitable developer contributions
for physical infrastructure.
Insufficient land available to cater | Any resultant regional land use strategy adequately caters | SEQ2001
for projected industry for industry expansion.
development within the region
Procedural issues in regional resource use planning
More detailed sub-regional work | Establishment of cross-sectoral sub-regional planning SEQ2001

required to implement to
strategies established within the
regional plan

Regional land use strategies may
not be reflected in local planning
schemes and other forms of sub-
regional or local land use
planning

committees to report back to a body responsible for
monitoring the regional planning process.

Negotiated agreement among stakeholders about the
incorporation of regional land use strategies within sub-
ordinate planning instruments or development assessment
processes.

WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)

SEQ2001
FNQ2010
WADRDN and WADPUD
(1990:13)
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