National Needs and Gap Analysis of
Community Engagement in Waterwatch

FULL REPORT

Final

Natural Heritage Trust

Helping Communitices Helping Austral

Auvustralia

Communities Caring for Catchments

November 2004

LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH Ptg Ltd

ABN 79 099 014 963
126 Neil's Road
Mount Lonarch VIC 3468
Phone: 03 5466 2320
E-Mail: landscape_social@mac.com



Published by:
Department of the Environment and Heritage, Canberra

Copyright
Department of the Environment and Heritage

This work is copyright. Apart from any use as permitted under the Copyright Act 1968, no part
may be reproduced by nay process without prior written permission from the Commonwealth,
available from Environment Australia. Requests and inquiries concerning reproduction and
rights should be addressed to:

Assistant Secretary

Australian Government NRM Team

GPO Box 858

Canberra ACT 2601

Author:

Dr Don Thomson

Landscape & Social Research Pty Ltd
126 Neil’'s Road

Mount Lonarch VIC 3468
Telephone/Facsimile 03 54662320
Email: Landscape_social@mac.com

Sponsored by the Natural Heritage Trust

ISBN: 0642 550956

NOVEMBER 2004



CONTENTS

LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

1 Introduction

1.1 Background 1
1.2 Purpose of the Gap/Needs Analysis 2
1.3 Method 2
1.3.1 Assessment Framework ....... ..o 2
1.3.2 Consultation ProCess........coie e 3
1.3.3 CoOrdinator SUIVEYS .......cceiiiiiiiiierie e e 5
1.3.4 COMMUNILY SUMVEYS....cuiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 6
2 The State of ‘Waterwatch' .........ccooviiiiiiiiii e, 7
2.1 Background to Waterwatch 7
2.2 State of Waterwatch up to the end of NHT1 (July 1999 to June
2001) and during the ‘interim period’ (July 2001 to June 2002). 8
2.3 The Current State of Waterwatch: State/Territory ‘Snapshots’ 10
2.3.1 Australian Capital Territory .........cceveeieeiieie e 10
2.3.2 New South Wales ... 10
2.3.3 NOMhern TerTtOry......cooiiiiiiiee e 11
2.3.4 QUEENSIANG ... 12
2.3.5 South AUSTralia........cooieeeeee e 12
DA N G B I T 40 T- T o - TS 13
D I A T (o] - VT 14
2.3.8 Western Australia...........oocoeeeiriiiee e 15
2.4 Summary — The State of Waterwatch 16
3 Gaps and Needs in Regional Delivery of ‘Waterwatch'....... 17
3.1 Introduction 17
3.2 Diversity 17
3.2.1 Implications for national support — Diversity. ........c.ccceeoreinennenees. 20
3.2.2 SUMMArY — DIVErSity.....cccooiiiiiiiiieeee e 21
3.3 Purpose of Waterwatch 21
3.3.1 Balancing Monitoring & Education .............cccoceviiiiiiniene e 21
3.3.2 Perceptions of the Purpose of Waterwatch ............cccoooeeiiinen. 22
3.3.3 Waterwatch as monitoring..........ccooeiiiineiene e 23
3.3.4 Waterwatch as ‘Environmental Education’ .............cccoocoieiiiineeee. 29
3.3.5 Purpose of Waterwatch in relation to other regional NRM
(o]0 | =10 1= TSRS O PP PPROPRRUR 31
3.3.6 Waterwatch as ‘Capacity BUilding’.........ccocooviriiniiiiie e 32
3.3.7 Conclusion — Purpose of Waterwatch...........ccooooiiiiiiieiiee e, 33
3.3.8 Implications for National Support — Purpose of Waterwatch ........... 35
3.3.9 Summary — Purpose of Waterwatch ... 36

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report

Page (i)



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

3.4 Opportunities for Engaging Communities in ‘Waterwatch’
activities 38
3.4.1 Implications for National Support — Opportunities............ccccccceeenneen. 40
3.4.2 Summary — OpportuNIti€S.......ccceeieeeeee e 40
3.5 The Impact and Implications of Regional Delivery 41
3.5.1 INtrOAUCTION. ... 41
3.5.2 Funding of Regional Waterwatch Initiatives ............ccccocvriiieinnnn 42
3.5.3 The Importance of Partnerships..........cccoooieioieioi e 45
3.5.4 A Change in Skills Sets Required of Waterwatch Coordinators?....47
3.5.5 Implications for National Support — Regional Delivery..................... 49
3.5.6 Summary — Regional Delivery ... 50
3.6 Branding and Marketing Waterwatch 51
3.6.1 Identity of WaterwatCh ..........cccooiiiiiiii 51
3.6.2 What'sinabrand?..........coo e 53
3.6.3 Creating a demand for Waterwatch ............ccoccoiiiiiiiniinie 55
3.6.4 MaArKEtiNg......coiueeiuiiiieieeie e e 56
3.6.5 MerchandiSing .........ccoieireiriiriie e e 58
3.6.6 Implications for national support — Marketing and Branding............ 59
3.6.7 Summary — Branding & Marketing ..........cccccoociriiniinine e 59
3.7 Communications 60
3.7.1 Articulating the Identity of Waterwatch ............c.ccooiiiiiiiiii 60
3.7.2 Selling the purposes of Waterwatch ..o, 61
3.7.3 NetWOIKING ...coiveiiiiiiie e 62
3.7.4 Other commuNICatiONS ISSUES .....ccveeiiiireiiieiie e 64
3.7.5 Implications for national support — Communications ....................... 67
3.7.6 Summary — COMMUNICALIONS .......ccceeiiiiiiiiiree e 68
3.8 Monitoring and Evaluating Waterwatch Delivery 69
3.8.1 Implications for national support — Monitoring & Evaluation of
WaterwatCh ... ..o 71
3.8.2 Summary — Monitoring & Evaluation of Waterwatch....................... 72
3.9 Coordination and Support 72
3.9.1 State Support/Coordination ...........cccoooieiiiiii e 74
3.9.2 National coordination/Support..........ccocoeeiiieiii e 77
3.9.3 Implications for national support — Coordination & Support ............ 80
3.9.4 Summary — Coordination & SUpport .........cccocieriieiieeeee e 81
3.10 Summary — Gaps and Needs for Waterwatch in 2004 82
4 Future Options for Waterwatch Delivery........ccccceevninnnennn. 84
4.1 Introduction 84
4.2 Overview of a Suggested Model for Waterwatch at the National
Level 86
4.3 Specific Elements of the Proposed Structure 89
4.3.1 The Waterwatch ‘Tool-kit' and MOU ...........ccooiiiiiiiiieeeee 89
4.3.2 CaSe StUAIES ...ooneieiiie e 90
4.3.3 A National Waterwatch Network Facilitator ............cc.cccoioiiiieies 90
4.3.4 National Waterwatch ‘Reference Committee’............cccooiiiiiienene 91

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report

Page (ii)



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

4.3.5 Special CommIttees .......cooiiieiiiiiiieeie e

4.3.6 National Support from the Joint NRM Team, Capacity Building

SECHON. ..
4.3.7 State-level support.........coooieiiiiiiee e
4.3.8 OUESOUICING .. .eeitieieeiieie ettt ettt e

4.4 Short-Term Actions List
REfErENCES ...eviiviiiiii i
Appendix 1: Participants in the Review ..................
Appendix 2: Critical Success factors for Community-
Based Water-Monitoring.........ccccevevvenvenninninnnnnn.
Introduction
Institutional Arrangements and Funding
Education Programs
On-ground works
Quality Data
Program Delivery
Staff 110
Monitoring & Evaluation (of Waterwatch Delivery)
What do community participants in Waterwatch think?
Summary comments from ‘community survey’ respondents:
Conclusion
Appendix 3: Summary Results, ‘Coordinator Survey’
Set 1: Perceptions of IMPORTANCE
Set 2: CURRENT CONDITION
Set 3: CURRENT TREND
Set 4: Key Dates

Appendix 4: ‘Coordinator’ SUrvey .......ccccoeveivininnenn.

102
104
105
106
108

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report

Page (iii)



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1: Focus Group Session Details 4
Table 2: Response Rates - Survey of Coordinators 5
Table 3: Community Survey Responses by State 6
Table 4: Sites, Groups and Participants Data for three key dates 9
Table 5: Use of Waterwatch Australia Database (WADM) by State/Territory 80
Table 6: Ranking of Top Ten Themes within Focus Group Transcripts 83
Table 7: Critical Success Factors or Dimensions for Waterwatch 99
Table 8: Gap Analysis — Institutional Arrangements and Funding 102
Table 9: Gap Analysis — Education Programs 104
Table 10: Gap Analysis — On-ground Works 106
Table 11: Gap Analysis — Quality Data 107
Table 12: Gap Analysis — Program Delivery 108
Table 13: Gap Analysis — Staff 111
Table 14: Gap Analysis — Monitoring & Evaluation 111
Table 15: Average ‘importance’ of motivating influences for participation in

Waterwatch (Selected States and overall average, where 1="not at all important’

and 5=/critical’). 112
Table 16: Impact of participation in Waterwatch (Selected States and overall

average, where 1="strongly disagree’ and 5='strongly agree”). 113
Table 17: Feedback on the support provided by Waterwatch (Selected States and

overall average, where 1="strongly disagree’ and 5="strongly agree”). 113
Table 18: Experience of Participation in Waterwatch (Selected States and overall

average, where 1="strongly disagree’ and 5='strongly agree”). 114
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1: Simplified Structure of Waterwatch under NHT1 85
Figure 2: Simplified Current Structure of Waterwatch 85
Figure 3: A Waterwatch ‘Tool-kit’, which can be readily adopted in whole or in part,

by regional NRM authorities, is the core of the ‘new’ Waterwatch model. 87
Figure 4: Recommended Structure of Waterwatch 89

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report

Page (iv)



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

ABBREVIATIONS

AG Australian Government

DAFF Department of Agriculture, Fisheries, Forestry, Australia (Australian
Government)

CMA Catchment Management Authority

DEH Department of the Environment and Heritage (Australian Government)

DPI (Victorian) Department of Primary Industries

DPIWE Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment (Tasmania)

DSE Department of Sustainability and Environment (Victoria).

EA Environment Australia (now Department of Environment and Heritage)

ICLEI International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives

LWA Land & Water Australia (Land and Water Resources Research and
Development Corporation, Australian Government).

NHT Natural Heritage Trust

NHT1 Phase one of NHT (1997-2002)

NHT2 Phase two of NHT (2003-2007)

NRM Natural Resource Management

NRM&E Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy (Queensland)

WASC Waterwatch Australia Steering Committee

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

CRCFE Cooperative Research Centre for Freshwater Ecology

AusRivAS Monitoring River Health Initiative Assessment Scheme

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report

Page (v)



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to express my sincere thanks to Nadia Kingham and Leonie Hodsdon, of
the Joint NRM Team Capacity Building Section, for their support throughout this
process. I also appreciate the contributions of the other two project steering
committee members, Naomi Dumbrell and Ian Gaze.

In particular, I would like to thank the State ‘Waterwatch coordinators’ and State-
based AG NRM Rivercare facilitators for their assistance in organising focus groups,
providing contacts lists to enable the distribution of surveys, and for allowing me to
participate in various workshops and gatherings. Without your support I would not
have been able to gain a good appreciation of the issues.

Thank you to Kelly Smith and the numerous local coordinators and who showed me
around south-west Western Australia and some of the key sites of Ribbons of
Blue/Waterwatch WA and Rivercare activity in that region.

To all the participants in this analysis — the 112 people who participated in the focus
groups and the 65 people who returned the coordinator/proponent surveys, I would
like to extend my sincere thanks for your time and effort. Many of the focus group
participants gave up their own time and travelled at their own cost to participate,
demonstrating their commitment to Waterwatch. I would particularly like to thank the
65 community volunteers and teachers who returned the ‘community’ surveys.
Waterwatch is such a big and diverse initiative so there are hundreds of other people
out there that have so much to offer a study such as this. It would have been good to
involve more of these people, but I am confident that the people who did participate
encompass the breadth of experience of, and ideas about Waterwatch.

I hope that this Gap/Needs Analysis goes a small way towards contributing to the
fantastic resource that is Waterwatch and that Waterwatch can continue to build its
reputation and strengthen its position as a key natural resource management tool.

Don Thomson
Mt Lonarch, Victoria
October 2004

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page (vi)



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The extension of the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) from phase 1 (NHT1) to phase
2 (NHT2) in 2002 has resulted in changes to the delivery of funding from a
national ‘program’ basis to strategic investment basis through accredited regional
plans.

Under NHT 1, Waterwatch activities were managed as one of 21 discrete
programs and had a budget of around $2.5 million per year. These funds were
distributed via the National Waterwatch Office to Waterwatch activities/programs
at a State, regional and local level to primarily employ facilitators and provide a
small operating budget to assist communities to be active in sustainable water
management. Funding was matched by cash and in kind on at least a 1:1 basis
within each State or Territory. Waterwatch Australia was guided by national and
State Strategic Plans and Steering Committees comprising key stakeholders.

While Waterwatch Australia is no longer a specific funding ‘Program’, there was a
2000 Government election commitment to "...continue to support more than
50,000 volunteers in every State and Territory in the monitoring of Australia’s
waterways via Waterwatch Australia’. In October 2003, Minister Kemp made an
announcement to fund an additional 15 Waterwatch positions to encourage a
Waterwatch facilitator presence in all NRM regions across Australia.

Waterwatch is currently supported at the national level by two staff members
within the Joint Natural Resource Management (NRM) Team, Capacity Building
Section, who have responsibilities for strategic direction, national partnerships
and the development of tools and resources to support community involvement
in sustainable water management. The Australian Government NRM Facilitator
Network, particularly the State-based Rivercare Facilitators, support Waterwatch
from a strategic and policy perspective also. The Capacity Building Team has
overall responsibility for supporting the facilitator and coordinator network
funded by the Australian Government.

Although Waterwatch operates under different names in some States and regions
(e.g. Ribbons of Blue (ROB) in Western Australia, Streamwatch in parts of NSW),
throughout this report ‘Waterwatch’ is used as an overarching term
encompassing community-based water monitoring activities. These activities
involve, to varying degrees, an education and capacity building focus, and a
‘monitoring” or data collection focus, and are variously delivered by employed
‘coordinators’.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 1
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1.2 Purpose of the Gap/Needs Analysis

This Gap/Needs Analysis was instigated to identify current gaps, future needs
and opportunities for Waterwatch activities at a national level to facilitate
community engagement in sustainable water management via the Rivercare
Program, under the Natural Heritage Trust extension.

The primary purpose of the Gap/Needs Analysis is to provide an opportunity for
participants and partners to express their needs for future involvement, tools and
resources, support and direction. The transition to regional delivery under the
extension of NHT (and also NAP) has significant implications for the sustainability
of community-based monitoring and capacity-building initiatives such as
Waterwatch. A principal aim of the Gap/Needs Analysis is to identify what
support is needed, at a national level, to facilitate the transition to regional
delivery.

There is also a small review component of the current study, covering the period
of June 1999 (date of Mid Term NHT Review) until June 2004 to build on the
1999 NHT Mid Term review of the Waterwatch Program under NHT1

In addition, the Gap/Needs Analysis builds on previous reviews, including the
Waterwatch Australia Needs/Gap Analysis of School Education Activities (2000),
the 2003 Hassall Evaluation of the NHT Phase 1 Facilitator, Coordinator and
Community Support Networks and recent State Waterwatch reviews.

The target audience for the Gap/Needs Analysis included existing participants
(students, teachers, Landcare and environment groups, individuals) and program
partners (regional NRM bodies, local government, non government organisations,
State and Australian government).

1.3 Method

The methodology adopted to complete this review included both qualitative and
quantitative research methods. A range of stakeholders and interested parties
were consulted during the process, with the main focus on State/Territory and
regional Rivercare and Waterwatch facilitators/coordinators. In keeping with the
grass-roots emphasis of Waterwatch, some community monitors were included in
the review process to the extent possible within the time-lines and resources
available.

1.3.1 Assessment Framework

Developing a methodology for this review was complex because of the diversity
of Waterwatch across Australia. This diversity results in wide ranging
perceptions about what Waterwatch is, or should be, in each region. An
evaluation framework was therefore needed to identify the key drivers of a
successful Waterwatch ‘program’, against which current conditions could be
assessed, and an understanding gained of the factors that influenced these
conditions.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 2
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A Land & Water Australia review of the factors influencing the capacity of
communities to engage in riparian restoration (see Thomson and Pepperdine
2003) provided a framework for this Gap/Needs Analysis. The ‘Capacity
Assessment Tool” developed as part of the project ‘Assessing Community
Capacity for Riparian Restoration’ provided the basic structure of the assessment
framework designed for this review. The critical enabling and constraining
‘dimensions’ identified for this framework were compiled from previous reviews
of Waterwatch (see References, page 95), but especially a review of the Victorian
Waterwatch Program by Landscape & Social Research (2004). (See Table 7 on
page 99 for a complete list of the critical success ‘dimensions’ for regional
Waterwatch delivery).

The evaluation framework was then used to help answer the following key
questions:

1. What are the critical enabling and constraining factors (or critical success
factors, CSF) for Waterwatch at local, State and national scales?

2. To what degree are these critical success factors common within and
between States/Territories and regions, and do different stakeholders
have common perceptions of these CSF?

3. What is the status of each State/Territory and region in relation to these
‘critical success factors™

4. How can regions meet these ‘critical success factors’ and what role does
the National Waterwatch office have in facilitating this process?

1.3.2 Consultation Process

There were two principal components to the consultation process. The main
component was to conduct ‘focus groups’ in each State/Territory involving
Waterwatch coordinators, representatives of NRM agencies community monitors,
and other interested parties to:

o Review lessons from date of mid-term review to end of NHT1

o Discuss the impact of changes to institutional and funding arrangements
under NHT2

o Identify gaps and key roles and responsibilities relating to National
Waterwatch initiative

o Document perceptions of critical success factors in engaging the community
in Waterwatch

Focus groups were recorded on audiotape and notes taken from the tape
recordings. Participants were asked to sign a consent form before tape-recording
commenced. Table 1 provides an overview of the schedule of focus groups, their
locations and the number of participants at each session.

The second component of the consultation process was to interview key
informants. Interviews were conducted in-person, manly before and after the
focus group sessions. Some interviews were conducted by telephone. Forty-

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 3
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eight people were interviewed during the conduct of the study. These ranged
from short ‘informal’ discussions to one-hour meetings.

In addition, the reviewer attended State meetings of Waterwatch/Rivercare
coordinators and facilitators in Western Australia (2 days), Queensland (2 days),
NSW (1 day) and South Australia (1 day). The principal investigator also
participated in a two-day forum of all State Waterwatch and Rivercare
coordinators in Canberra. These meetings/workshops were invaluable in gaining
an understanding of the state of Waterwatch in all States/Territories and the
issues facing coordinators, hosts, sponsors and regional NRM authority staff in
relation to delivering the objectives of Waterwatch and Rivercare.

Table 1: Focus Group Session Details

. No. Particip-

State Date Location ants
Western Australia 26 May 2004 Fairbridge 7
Northern Territory 31 May 2004 Palmerston (Darwin) 6
Northern Territory 2 June 2004 Alice Springs 3
National 9 June 2004 Canberra 14
Queensland’ 17 June 2004 Indooroopilly 27
South Australia 21 June 2004 Adelaide 9
New South Wales 24 June 2004 Sydney 20
Victoria? 28 June 2004 Melbourne 4
Australian Capital Territory | 30 June 2004 Canberra 6
Tasmania 1 July 2004 Launceston 10
Tasmania 2 July 2004 Hobart 6

Total: 112

The Western Australian focus group session comprised mainly local ‘Ribbons of
Blue’ (ROB) and Rivercare coordinators plus the State ROB coordinator and AG
NRM Facilitator Rivercare for WA. The Palmerston (NT) Focus group comprised
mainly State agency representatives, AG NRM Facilitator Rivercare for NT, and
representatives of Greening Australia, who were about to take on the
coordination of Waterwatch for the NT. In Alice Springs (NT), focus group
participants were former Waterwatch Coordinators (one was a former NT
Coordinator) and a community volunteer monitor. The Workshop at
Indooroopilly (QLD) comprised a diverse mix of current and former Waterwatch
coordinators, representatives from the EPA, various other State agencies, and the
AG NRM Facilitator Rivercare for QLD. The South Australian Focus Group
comprised the AG NRM Facilitator Rivercare for SA, an EPA SA representative
(who coordinates community monitoring within SA from a technical perspective),
one regional NRM board representative and local Waterwatch coordinators. The
Victorian Focus Group comprised the State-agency Waterwatch support staff and
the AG NRM Facilitator Rivercare for Victoria. The ACT Focus Group comprised
local Waterwatch and catchment coordinators, a regional NRM authority
representative, two ACT government representatives and the ACT Waterwatch
coordinator. In Tasmania, the two focus groups had a similar mix of participants.

! This session was run as a 1 hour workshop and was not tape-recorded, so transcript was made.
Not all the names of participants at this workshop appear in Appendix 1.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 4
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These were predominantly local Waterwatch coordinators and community
volunteers, a former State Waterwatch Coordinator (at Launceston F.G.), the
current State Waterwatch Coordinator (Launceston), a State agency water-
quality officer (Hobart) and AG NRM Facilitator Rivercare for Tasmania (Hobart).

1.3.3 Coordinator Surveys

As stated, the aim of the coordinator surveys was to gather quantitative
information to determine the key elements of a successful Waterwatch initiative,
to determine where regions and States/Territories are currently in relation to
these elements, and to gather information about the impact of policy and
program changes.

The survey was designed as a Microsoft™ Excel® spreadsheet which was
emailed to Waterwatch coordinators, regional NRM authority staff, past and
present regional Waterwatch steering committee members and other agency
staff who had an understanding of Waterwatch in their respective regions.

Collating a sample frame (list of email addresses) for this exercise was a
complicated issue. This list was developed by asking the State-level Waterwatch
representatives (where relevant) in each State/Territory to forward a contacts
list. The alternative method that was also offered was for the State-level
coordinators to distribute the survey within their networks themselves. Two
States (Tasmania and NSW) took the latter option.

Table 2: Response Rates - Survey of Coordinators

State No. Surveys Sent No. Responses Response Rate
(usable)
Australian Capital Territory 19 1 5.3%
New South Wales 24 15 62.5%
Northern Territory 32 4 12.5%
Queensland 23 8 34.8%
South Australia 44 4 9.1%
Tasmania 19 9 47.4%
Victoria 42 14 33.3%
Western Australia 63 10 15.9%
TOTALS 266 65 24.4%

The response rates are variable between States/Territories. The overall response
rate is good, providing a good number of responses to enable some confidence
in the aggregate statistics presented. The response rates could have been
improved by making the survey less onerous, however this would have
jeopardised the ability to collect data across a very wide range of issues.
Response rates might also have been improved if more time had been allowed.

A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix 2 of this report.

2 This session was not tape-recorded so no transcript was made. The Victorian Focus group was
small because the Victorian Waterwatch program had been reviewed only 6 months prior to this
Gap/Needs Analysis, involving over 60 people in 12 focus groups across the State.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 5
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1.3.4 Community Surveys

An aim of the brief was to elicit the perceptions of participants in Waterwatch on
a variety of issues. Where possible, Waterwatch participants were included in
the consultation process (i.e. the focus groups and interviews), but there was
insufficient scope within this study to include a large number of community
participants. Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to undertake a smaller
survey of some Waterwatch participants. Because contact lists were not
available for Waterwatch participants, regional coordinators in 4 States were
asked to distribute the survey to a random sample of participants in their
Waterwatch programs.

Table 3: Community Survey Responses by State

State No. Responses Proportion of

(usable) Respondents
New South Wales 29 44.7%
South Australia 8 12.3%
Tasmania 22 33.8%
Western Australia 6 9.2%
TOTALS 65 100.0%

Ideally, participants in all States and Territories would have been sampled, and
stricter guidelines given to Waterwatch coordinators in relation to sampling
participants. However, the data from the 65 responses do provide a good insight
into the perceptions of Waterwatch participants and, possibly more importantly,
the degree to which these perceptions differ.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 6
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2 THE STATE OF ‘WATERWATCH’

2.1 Background to Waterwatch

Waterwatch is a community-based environmental monitoring initiative, focussing
on water and aquatic ecosystems, that aims to enhance the participation of
community groups and individuals in the protection and management of
waterways. The initiative aims to build the capacity of communities in water and
catchment management initiatives and to provide useful, credible and reliable
data for natural resource management (see Waterwatch Australia Objectives,
Box 1).

Waterwatch has operated nationally for over ten years and has a longer history
in some States.

Box 1: National Objectives for Waterwatch

0 Establish and maintain community water monitoring
programs

0 Heighten awareness, understanding and knowledge of
water issues and their relationship to catchment health

0 Foster community involvement in planning, decision
making and action to address waterway and catchment
health issues.

0 Create and maintain effective partnerships between all
sectors of the community.

Waterwatch is not based on a network of incorporated groups, like Landcare. It
is not a devolved grants program. Waterwatch comprises a network of paid
coordinators, funded from federal, State/Territory government, local government
and industry contributions. These coordinators commonly utilise standard
methods and activities, based on technical manuals and other resources
developed at a national level, complemented with resources, methods and
protocols developed and/or refined at State/Territory and regional levels.
Waterwatch coordinators commonly work with schools, Landcare and other
community groups to monitor local waterways and riparian habitats and to learn
about catchments and aquatic and riparian ecosystems. Importantly,
Waterwatch equips communities with the knowledge and understanding that
enables them to more constructively contribute to regional NRM planning and
decision-making processes.

In the May 2001 Budget the Australian Government extended the Natural
Heritage Trust (NHT) for a further five years, from 2002-03 to 2006-07. The
extension, or second phase, of NHT saw a fundamental shift from national
funding for local and state level projects through programs such as Waterwatch

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 7
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towards a more targeted and integrated approach to environmental and natural
resource management in Australia. NHT funding is now primarily delivered
through regional-scale investment plans. Under regional delivery, the existence
of Waterwatch within regions, particularly in respect to the ability of regions to
employ Waterwatch coordinators, is dependent on Waterwatch being
incorporated into regional NRM investment plans.

2.2 State of Waterwatch up to the end of NHT1 (July 1999 to
June 2001) and during the ‘interim period’ (July 2001 to
June 2002).

The Mid-Term Review of the Waterwatch Program by Buxton Connections (1999)
identified that:

o The Waterwatch Program objectives were appropriate for achieving the
program’s goals, but that the Waterwatch Australia charter needed to be up-
dated to incorporate the Waterwatch Australia Strategy.

o The allocation of funds against the major components of the program was
appropriate, with regional coordination recommended to receive the major
funding allocation.

o The Waterwatch Program was well administered but that the effectiveness of
the national office needed to be assured by providing adequate staffing levels
to carry out national projects.

o The Waterwatch program operated effectively as a single national program.

o Waterwatch has achieved a uniform national framework for community
monitoring, but more emphasis was needed on clarifying that part of the
national approach is accepting the diversity of Waterwatch.

o The regional coordination model was the most effective and efficient means
of achieving the objectives of Waterwatch and that more emphasis be placed
on linking the funding for the employment of regional coordinators with
demonstrated commitment by the proponent to incorporate Waterwatch as
an integral component of their organisation’s activities.

o Waterwatch successfully involved other government departments, non-
government organisations, industry and the business sector.

o State/Territory and local governments, regional organisations and catchment
management authorities contributed approximately $2.50 for every $1.00 of
Commonwealth funding provided.

o Waterwatch has secured sponsorship from the private sector at the local
level, but has not secured sponsorship at State or national levels.

o Around 5495 sites were being monitored in 246 catchments across Australia
under the Waterwatch banner.

o There is anecdotal information to suggest that community data was being
used in local catchment planning processes by a range of organisations. An
audit of all regional projects to document how Waterwatch data is being used
was recommended.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 8
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o The extent to which Waterwatch was being incorporated into State and
regional resource management initiatives, plans and strategies was not
clearly identified, although examples of Waterwatch being incorporated as
community education component of regional strategies were cited.

o There was variation in scientific and technical support at the regional level
and gaps in the use of Waterwatch data management tools.

During the period between the date of the mid-term review and the end of NHT1
(June 2001), the national Waterwatch office worked towards implementing the
recommendations of the mid-term review and essentially fine-tuned the delivery
of the program and the support provided. Developing a Data Confidence
Framework and re-drafting the Waterwatch Charter were key activities during
this period.

The national Waterwatch Network itself continued largely unchanged between
November 1999 and June 2001. Regional coordination continued to be the
primary focus and while the numbers of coordinators employed fluctuated slightly
across the States and Territories, numbers and activities remained fairly
consistent.

The number of participants, sites regularly monitored and groups involved
fluctuate between the key dates of the date of the mid-term review (November
1999), the end of NHT1 (June 2001) and May 2003, at the peak of the
uncertainty regarding Waterwatch funding after the implementation of the
extension of NHT (see Table 4). However, it is difficult to usefully interpret these
data because of a lack of additional performance indicators for Waterwatch, a
situation that this review recommends to be addressed in the short term.

Table 4: Sites, Groups and Participants Data for three key dates

Date Sites Groups Participants
Nov. 1999 5,495 2202 No data
End of NHT1 5,500 3500 50,000
May 2003 6,843 2,295 57,873

The transition period from NHT1 to NHT2 (July 2001 to June 2002) also resulted
in little change to the coordinator network across Australia because the existing
coordinator positions were ‘rolled over’ during this interim period whilst regional
investment plans were being prepared.

However, after July 2002, significant changes were experienced across the
coordinator network to address significant gaps where Waterwatch Coordinators
had not been picked up in the regional process to the extent expected,
particularly in States/Territories where State-government support was limited. In
October 2003, Minister Kemp provided additional funding for 15 FTE coordinator
positions across Australia, which equated to approximately 2 FTE positions in
each State/Territory.

The changes to NHT2 were felt most significantly in the Northern Territory and in
Tasmania. However, as described later in this report, the integrity of the
national Waterwatch network is now more secure than it was during this interim
period, although there is still much uncertainty in some regions where the
regional NRM investment planning processes are still being completed.
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2.3 The Current State of Waterwatch: State/Territory
‘Snapshots’

2.3.1 Australian Capital Territory

(a) State support

The ACT government and ACT and Murrumbidgee regions NRM plans fund a full-
time State Waterwatch Coordinator and 3 part-time coordinators (2.5 FTE total,
including State coordinator). There has been no impact on the level of staffing
as a result of the changes to regional delivery.

The January 2003 bushfires in the ACT provided the impetus for additional
resources to be provided to Waterwatch in the ACT to establish a ‘Community
Assessment Monitoring Program for Fire Impacted River Ecology’ (CAMPFIRE)
project. ACTEW (ACT Electricity and Water Corporation) are a key partner of
Waterwatch in the ACT.

(b) State of the network

The CAMPFIRE project and strategic alliances between Waterwatch coordinators
and catchment groups, with a focus on monitoring on-ground works programs,
has enhanced community participation in Waterwatch activities. Waterwatch
coordinators also coordinate Frogwatch in the ACT, involving 150 volunteers
monitoring 120 sites.

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

The CRC for Freshwater Ecology support six-monthly mystery sample testing.
2.3.2 New South Wales

(a) State support

There is currently no State-level support for Waterwatch, although the
Communications branch of DIPNR has been coordinating the biannual Bug
Survey. The State-funded State Water Facilitator has been ‘overseeing’
Waterwatch and providing policy support since October 2003. The State water
Facilitator undertook a review of the state of Waterwatch in NSW in early 2004.
It was identified through that review that there was a need to establish State
coordination and at the time of this analysis the proposal was being pursued
through the appropriate process.

(b) State of the network

Waterwatch operates under two brands in NSW: Waterwatch operates in regional
NSW, Streamwatch operates in the Greater Sydney region. Waterwatch is
operating in 9 of the 13 NRM regions in NSW, under a range of hosting
arrangements (organisation, resources, employment conditions etc).
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Waterwatch has been integrated into regional NRM investment strategies in three
NRM regions.

Prior to July 2003 there were 16 Waterwatch coordinators (full-time and part-
time) and 6 Streamwatch coordinators (full-time). As of May 2004, this has
reduced by 9 part-time positions in the non-Streamwatch regions, all in the
regions in which Waterwatch has not been incorporated into regional NRM
investment plans.

Schools have traditionally been a major focus of Waterwatch in NSW, with
schools accounting for 70% of participants.

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

Sydney Water coordinates quality assurance programs, mainly consisting of
mystery sample testing and regular equipment maintenance.

2.3.3 Northern Territory

(a) State support

A Territory-wide Waterwatch Coordinator was employed in August 2004 as a
result of Minister Kemp’s decision to provide additional funding to ensure
Waterwatch continued in the NT, after the Landcare Council (the NRM authority
for the NT NRM region) gave Waterwatch a low priority’. The Australian
Government commitment of additional funding resulted in a proposal submitted
to the Joint Steering Committee by Greening Australia NT to re-establish the
Waterwatch network in the Territory consisting of 3 local coordinators. With
funding provided by the Australian Government, Greening Australia is managing
the employment of coordinators and will support the Waterwatch network in the
NT in consultation with the NT government and the Landcare Council.

(b) State of the network

The loss of federal funding to Waterwatch in the Territory between early 2003
and August 2004 meant that there was essentially no Waterwatch network in
place over that time. Some past coordinators continued on a voluntary basis, but
had no resources for maintaining equipment etc. Some community monitors and
schools continued with their Waterwatch activities. Minister Kemp decided that
Waterwatch should be funded in the Territory, and additional funding was
approved to re-establish the Waterwatch network in the NT.

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

In the past, NT Waterwatch participants took part in 6-monthly mystery sample
testing and had their equipment calibrated periodically, but there were no other
QA/QC systems in place. Greening Australia are currently working on a QA/QC

3 The NT Landcare Committee did not give Waterwatch a low ranking on its list of priorities
because there were some very important programs to be funded with limited funds available. They
perceived Waterwatch to be a very valuable initiative, but the funding limitations meant that
something had to be dropped.
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framework after reviewing key monitoring parameters in consultation with
scientists from the NT Government.

2.3.4 Queensland

(a) State support

Queensland has a full-time State Community Monitoring Coordinator, funded by
the Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy. There is also two
Project Officers employed under a NAP federal/State partnership for a data
confidence project (NAP SIP WQO05), primarily for Queenslands NAP regions, but
the tools emerging from this project will have wider application. A part-time (0.2
FTE) ‘Integrating Sciences’ Project Officer is also funded by the State (NRM&E).

The ‘State Community Monitoring Coordinator’ role provides support to
Queensland’s community water monitoring networks generally, not just the
‘Waterwatch’ network.

(b) State of the network

There are around 12 coordinators (mixture of full- and part-time) undertaking
‘community monitoring’-type roles across the 7 NRM regions in Queensland. In
five of these regions, coordinators operate under the Waterwatch banner. The
majority of these positions are funded under NAP programs, one under the
Coastal Catchments Initiative and Minister Kemp’s gap funds support two
regional Waterwatch positions in South East Queensland.

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

A key outcome of the NAP SIP QW05 project will be improved Quality Assurance
for community-based data capture programs, enhanced data comparability
between community groups at a regional level and improved integration of
community data into regional NRM processes.

2.3.5 South Australia

(a) State support

The EPA in South Australia provided State coordination and support for the
Waterwatch network until late 2003. The reduction in federal funding for State
coordination prompted the EPA to review its support roles, and it now provides
QA/QC support only through a Waterwatch/Watercare Regional Liaison Officer
and the Community Monitoring Scientific Officer. The EPA still maintains an
involvement in State-wide promotion of Waterwatch events, maintains the
Waterwatch SA website, provides financial support for State snapshots and
QA/QC and oversees State-wide standards and policy for program delivery, all
from a QA/QC perspective.
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(b) State of the network

Waterwatch currently operates in 4 of the 8 NRM regions, but there are several
sub-regional programs with varying hosting arrangements. There is a strong
network of regional and local Waterwatch coordinators (of which there are
approximately 12, 7 full-time and 5 part-time project officers). This is similar to
the level of coordination under NHT1, but Minister Kemp’s gap funding is
supporting several of these positions. There is a commitment from the
catchment boards in the Mount Lofty Ranges Greater Adelaide (MLRGA) NRM
region to support Waterwatch until the regional NRM investment plan is
completed. The AG NRM Rivercare Facilitator is working with regional
Waterwatch coordinators, catchment board and MLRGA NRM board
representatives to develop a business plan for Waterwatch to ensure its inclusion
in the NRM investment strategy.

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

The EPA has overseen QA/QC for Waterwatch for many years, providing mystery
samples, equipment maintenance and calibration and training. The EPA also
facilitates data management.

2.3.6 Tasmania

(a) State support

A new position was created within the Department of Primary Industries, Water
and Environment under the bilateral agreement between the Tasmanian and
Australian Governments to support community involvement in land and water
management. The Community Engagement Coordinator (Sustainable Land and
Water Management) acts as a liaison person between Waterwatch facilitators
and groups and DPIWE. A key task of this position (in a Waterwatch context) is
to identify training needs and facilitate the delivery of training. The AG NRM
Rivercare Facilitator for Tasmania has played a support role during the interim
period by project managing the employment of Waterwatch coordinators under
the Kemp 6-month interim funding, and is supporting the integration of
Waterwatch into the regional NRM planning process. The AG NRM Rivercare
Facilitator also sits on the Waterwatch State Steering Committee.

(b) State of the network

Waterwatch has currently been incorporated into two of the three NRM regions in
Tasmania. Minister Kemp’s interim funding is being used to maintain continuity
of Waterwatch in all three regions presently, but regional priority projects will
ensure Waterwatch continues in the North West and North NRM regions. As of
June 2004 there were 3 part-time (total of 1.4 FTE) positions in the North NRM
region, 3 part-time positions (1.5 FTE) in the North West NRM region and 3 part-
time positions (1.5 FTE) in the South NRM region (the latter funded from Minister
Kemp’s interim funding).
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Local coordinators are reluctant to reinvigorate volunteer groups because on-
going funding has been uncertain.

Two NAP projects run by the State Water Quality Assessment Branch (DPIWE)
have provided further opportunities for Waterwatch across the majority of the
Northern and Southern NHT regions. These projects aim to enhance community
capacity to provide valuable data as part of the State Surface Water Quality
Monitoring Strategy, the State perceives the Waterwatch network as a key to
achieving this. These projects will enhance training of coordinators, data
management, QA/QC, technical sample training (including AusRivAS
accreditation).

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

QA/QC frameworks and systems are currently being overhauled as part of the
NAP Surface Water Quality Monitoring Strategy, and these will have broader
implications across all three NRM regions.

2.3.7 Victoria

(a) State support

The State government is very supportive of Waterwatch, funding three State-
support positions. The Department of Sustainability and Environment fund a
State Waterwatch Manager, employed on a full-time basis within the River Health
Program, a Waterwatch Program Officer, also full-time, who provides technical
support and coordinates events and communication across the Victorian network
of regional and local coordinators. A State Science Coordinator, funded through
an Associated Project with the CRC for Freshwater Ecology and DSE, is employed
to coordinate the development of data confidence plans across all the regions
and to generally oversee QA/QC issues. This position is funded under current
arrangements until November 2004, but is a State priority for on-going funding.

(b) State of the network

The Waterwatch network is very healthy in Victoria, with around 44 coordinators,
spread across all 10 Catchment Management Authority regions (plus one ‘central
highlands’ region which crosses the upper reaches of three CMAs).

Waterwatch Victoria has developed close partnerships with a wide range of
groups and agencies particularly local government, water authorities, catchment
and management authorities. Other key partners are various State agencies,
community groups and the corporate sector. Many of these stakeholders also
sponsor Waterwatch, in cash or in kind.

These partnerships are largely the outcome of the strategic approach adopted by
the Victorian Waterwatch program over many years to actively seek partnerships,
in order to reduce its reliance on federal funding sources. This strategy has
placed Victoria in good stead in relation to the introduction of regional NRM
delivery because the partnerships had already been formed at the regional level.
The fact that Catchment Management Authorities have been in place in Victoria
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since 1997 (and since 1994 as Catchment and Land Protection Boards) has also
significantly helped the transition towards regional delivery.

The combined effects of the past work on developing strategic partnerships,
establishing diverse funding streams and having a strong network of coordinators
and community participants, has enabled Waterwatch in Victoria to really benefit
from the shift to regional delivery. In most regions, funding for Waterwatch has
increased through the regional processes.

A review of the Waterwatch program in Victoria (see Landscape & Social
Research 2004) identified similar issues associated with the variable perceptions
of the ‘purpose’ of Waterwatch in Victoria, among other findings, and
recommended a focus on data quality, data management, capacity building and
community engagement.

(c) QA/QC and Data Management

Data quality and management have been a focus for the Victorian program over
the past three years. Victoria are well down the path of rolling out ‘data
confidence plans’ across all 11 Waterwatch regions. Prior to this, a 4-tiered data
quality system was introduced which sets minimum standards for sampling and
testing, training, data management, etc. This system allows data of a known
standard to be published. Data collected under the two higher levels in the 4-
tiered system are posted on the State Data Warehouse, along with ‘official’ data.

2.3.8 Western Australia

(a) State support

Waterwatch in Western Australia is known as ‘Ribbons of Blue’ (ROB). Western
Australia was one of the first States to develop community-based water
monitoring as a community capacity-building and engagement tool, and this
commitment continues. Western Australia’s ROB network is well supported at
the State-level, with a full-time ‘Community Education Program Manager -
ROB/Waterwatch WA’ who coordinates ROB across the State, as well as a part-
time person providing administration support (‘Community Education Coordinator
ROB/Waterwatch WA’). Significantly, ROB/Waterwatch WA has a full-time
Education Officer, funded through a Partnership Agreement (2004-2007)
between the Department of Environment and the Department of Education and
Training. This position has been funded since 1999.

(b) State of the network

There are ROB regional coordinators in five of the six NRM regions in WA. The
shift to NHT2 has resulted in the loss of about one FTE overall. Some additional
resources were provided as gap funding, but there is uncertainty (at the time of
this review) about future funding because regional investment plans were still
being completed.
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QA/QC and Data Management

Calibration solutions and mystery solutions are distributed quarterly as a quality
control procedure. The Review of Ribbons of Blue by Stamfords (2003)
suggested different quality control standards for ‘education and awareness’ and
‘data collection’ activities, where the latter would have higher data quality
standards.

2.4 Summary — The State of Waterwatch

This State-by-State overview of the current status of Waterwatch around
Australia highlights the following points:

e}

State-level support is variable, but in most cases is not well resourced. This
has implications for designating responsibilities for support at various levels in
the hierarchy. Victoria and Western Australia have the strongest State-level
support, reflecting the commitment of these State governments to
Waterwatch.

The Waterwatch network has declined in some NRM regions and within some
States, but grown in other regions and States. A key driver in this is the
degree to which Waterwatch has been incorporated into the regional NRM
process and the additional money approved by Minister Kemp in October
2003 has been essential in maintaining support during the transition period.

QA/QC systems are variable across Australia, although each follows, to
varying degrees, the national QA/QC framework. This is an outcome of the
flexibility inherent in Waterwatch, the different levels of commitment to
Waterwatch by each State/Territory and the varying degrees of maturity of
Waterwatch in each State/Territory and region.
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3 GAPS AND NEEDS IN REGIONAL DELIVERY OF
‘WATERWATCH’

3.1 Introduction

This chapter is structured around key themes that emerged from the focus group
discussions. Of the Gaps and Needs in regional delivery of Waterwatch, the key
themes identified were;

o Diversity

o Purpose of Waterwatch

o Opportunities for Engaging the Community in Waterwatch
o The Impact and Implications of Regional Delivery

o Branding and Marketing Waterwatch

o Communications

o Monitoring and Evaluating Waterwatch delivery

o State Coordination/support

o National coordination/support

3.2 Diversity

Traditionally, Waterwatch has operated differently within and between different
States and Territories, as a response to local social, institutional and
environmental conditions. This ability to respond to local needs is a key strength
of Waterwatch and is one of the main reasons why it has survived for so long in
so many diverse communities across Australia. Participants in the focus groups
were very aware of the flexibility and diversity inherent in Waterwatch, and are
very positive about the benefits of this flexibility, for example:

I don't think we've ever shied away from the diversity within the
program, I think that's been one of the strengths of the program and
T wouldn't be worried about that at all.

Focus Group participants recognised that the National Strategies and objectives
flowed down to the State/Territory and regional levels and were adopted, in
whole or in part with some local variation, within State/Territory and regional
strategic plans. This is the key mechanism that ensured some degree of
commonality between all Waterwatch programs. But, Focus group participants
said that it was in the interpretation and implementation of these objectives
where diversity emerges.
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Under the ‘old” Waterwatch model, diversity in program focus and delivery was
driven, to a large degree, by the preferences and skill-sets of regional and local
coordinators and by the perceptions of Waterwatch of the decision-makers of
hosts/proponents and partners in regional Waterwatch programs.

Waterwatch is driven by the capacity and skill of the local level
facilitator.

Another important source of diversity mentioned during the focus groups was
derived from the way community groups use Waterwatch: groups (and
individuals) have diverse needs and expectations, and so will want different
things from Waterwatch. Therefore, the mix of groups within a region will
influence the shape of regional Waterwatch delivery and, as illustrated in the
following quote, this will change over time as different groups play relatively
larger roles...

Exactly how [Waterwatch] works will depend on what groups are out
there and what they're interested in and where the coordinators
are..I mean you look at northern Australia and there's all those
emerging indigenous land management organisations...that have a role
to play...

Diversity within jurisdictions also emerges from differential allocation of resources
and program emphasis. This is mentioned in the above quote, and there were a
couple of examples cited within the focus groups of resources and Waterwatch
focus being directed towards urban areas because, it was perceived, there was a
political motive to ‘get Waterwatch to where the people were’.

Of course the biophysical and climatic differences between regions is also a key
factor contributing to the diversity of Waterwatch. The relative abundance and
quality of surface water is a key influence on the focus of regional programs.

But the nature of the way in which Waterwatch has been shaped by regional
context is likely to change under regional delivery. Now, probably more so than
before, there is a need for Waterwatch to deliver on outcomes that regional NRM
authorities dictate. If Waterwatch does not respond to the needs of regional NRM
authorities, funding will be jeopardised. This in itself is, then, another source of
diversity — the shape of regional Waterwatch delivery will, more than ever
before, be shaped by the perceptions held by regional NRM groups about the
role of Waterwatch within regional NRM programs and processes. Most people
participating in the focus groups accept this, but there is a proportion still
clinging to the past. The following quote summarises the feeling of many
coordinators who are accepting of the implications of regional delivery in shaping
Waterwatch:

I actually think its dependent on the regions, now we're going to
regional funding. My region might value Waterwatch as solely an
education program, yet in [another] region it might value Waterwatch
from the monitoring side of things, so if that's the case then I tend
to think education in my region would be important because that's
what the NRM group value the program as, and that's what they're
going to fund the program for".
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Regional NRM boards and communities will have to ultimately decide how
Waterwatch can fit best within their own priorities, to help them respond to the
particular NRM context of their region. To do this, they need to fully understand
what Waterwatch has to offer.

There is some evidence that the shift to regional delivery has had an impact on
the shape of Waterwatch in some regions, for example:

Since [NHT2] ... proponents involved have probably changed the
components of the program that are actually delivered on ground.

However, there was no sense from the focus groups about the degree of
influence of such shifts. The overwhelming impression from the focus group
participants is that the regional planning, and investment planning, process is still
in its infancy in many States and Territories and so it is hard for coordinators to
gauge the impact (this is discussed in more detail in section 3.5). The survey of
coordinators paints a more quantifiable picture in that regard (see Appendix 2).

Under the new regional delivery model there will still be a need, perhaps more
critically, for Waterwatch to maintain this diversity and flexibility. However, it is
imperative that Waterwatch is strategically incorporated into regional NRM
initiatives — that it serves a purpose within the regional delivery of NRM
outcomes. However, the capacity of regional NRM bodies to mould Waterwatch
to suit their needs is dependent on NRM authorities, communities and
Waterwatch staff having access to information about Waterwatch so that they
can make an informed decision about how the considerable investment,
nationally, in Waterwatch over the past 10 plus years can be utilised in their
current initiatives. The type of information that would be useful includes being
able to explain how Waterwatch-type activities can:

o contribute to enhancing the capacity of regional communities to respond to
NRM challenges and implement regional NRM strategies;

o be used as community engagement tools/methods; and,

o contribute to collecting data on resource condition targets and management
action targets.

Information on successful structures for community-based water-monitoring and
engagement, such as having dedicated coordinators to deliver activities and
coordinate the monitoring effort by volunteers, also need to be spelled out.

The regional delivery model has the potential to facilitate the integration of
Waterwatch into a wide range of NRM programs and community education and
capacity building initiatives. This has the potential to open up more opportunities
for engaging regional communities in Waterwatch activities (see Section 3.4).
This is where the flexibility of Waterwatch, again, stands it in good stead to be
able to respond to the many changes in the NRM policies and institutional
arrangements. The following quote from a State-level ‘coordinator’ illustrates
this well:

[Flexibility is] the strength isn't it - Waterwatch is engagement,
education, capacity building and it's monitoring - I see it as a bit of
an all-rounder that can handle different environments...the push is
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relevance to regional bodies through monitoring rather than through
education at the moment, but that's not to say its going to change.
My theory is if you're going to push community monitoring then
Waterwatch is a good model...it's the best model. ... It's important
that the monitoring is going to meet regional bodies' needs but also
you get all that community engagement, education and capacity
building that comes along with it...

However, successfully shaping regional Waterwatch delivery so that it meets the
needs and expectations of regional NRM authorities AND the needs of regional
communities, is dependent on good communications at various levels in the NRM
hierarchy. This is a recurring theme throughout this chapter and is discussed in
detail within various sub-sections.

The diversity issue highlights the importance in designing inherent flexibility into
any products/methods/tools developed at a national scale. For example, diverse
biophysical conditions and differences in key dates (such as school holidays)
means that national events don't always work well in all States/Territories and
regions:

..you've got to look at what's the benefit of having a national event
verses a State or regional thing, and ... we need to have an event that
is able to fit with all regions and for some of those [national] events
it doesn't fit with all our regions

3.2.1 Implications for national support — Diversity.

There are two key issues the ‘diversity’ ‘problem’ raises in relation to national
support:

o The risk of national support becoming meaningless or irrelevant if regions
implement community water-monitoring programs that are so diverse that
they cannot be meaningfully supported at the national scale.

o That anything developed at a national scale has to be flexible enough to be
locally relevant and allow fine-tuning or adaptation to suit local applications.

The first issue raises the question ‘why have national support at all?’, but this
gap/needs analysis has identified many good reasons for national support, such
as maintaining a national network of community-engagement professionals,
providing and continually improving ‘Waterwatch’ tools and methods and,
probably most importantly, assuring the quality of community water-monitoring
and NRM education. The integrity of Waterwatch as a national network is
necessary to maximise opportunities for continuous improvement in the tools,
activities and methods.
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3.2.2 Summary — Diversity

o The flexibility inherent in Waterwatch over the past 12 years is a
key reason behind the success of the initiative across socially
and biophysically diverse regions. Under regional delivery,
maintaining flexibility and local relevance remains critically
important.

o Waterwatch needs to be seen as relevant and useful to all
regions if the integrity of the Waterwatch network is to remain
intact.

o All Waterwatch ‘products’ and ‘services’ must be flexible
enough to be applicable to local contexts and needs, or readily
modifiable to ensure local application.

3.3 Purpose of Waterwatch

Waterwatch is highly regarded as an environmental education tool, at both
school and adult levels in many communities. Waterwatch is, in many
jurisdictions, also becoming more highly regarded as a collector of quality data
on a range of water and riparian condition parameters. However, there is often
a conflict between these and the many other purposes of Waterwatch, mainly
because the initiative is very diverse and different people have had varying
degrees of exposure to the many components of Waterwatch.

3.3.1 Balancing Monitoring & Education

As one of the key sources of diversity in regional Waterwatch delivery, it is
perhaps not surprising that one of the most common themes across all focus
groups, in all States and Territories, was a discussion about the relative emphasis
Waterwatch should, or could, place on data collection (‘monitoring’) and
‘education’. The ‘education’ aspects of Waterwatch have, traditionally, been
primarily directed towards school-aged children, but also encompass various
adult education activities and methods. Waterwatch monitoring is also
participatory education, so the distinction between ‘monitoring’ and ‘education’ is
indistinct.

There are two key contributing factors to this debate, and these two issues are
intimately related. One is the fact that Waterwatch is a very diverse initiative — it
involves people in many different ways. The second is that people perceive
Waterwatch in different ways — principally because they have been exposed to
different aspects of it.

This makes Waterwatch a difficult initiative to ‘pigeon-hole’ into traditional NRM
institutional arrangements and funding streams. The following observation from
a focus group participant who has been involved in Waterwatch for over 10 years
sums this up well:

..how do you fit this program which is multi-faceted into the round or
square hole, which is their problem, not ours...because they can't
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manage a financial program which says you can't take a bit of finance
out of here and there and go and do Waterwatch...its their problem
not ours, we're getting people out there involved and if it wasn't
successful and the community didn't accept it then we wouldn't still
be here...

The complexities of finding a ‘place’ for Waterwatch are also highlighted in the
following quote, which also highlights the variable perceptions of Waterwatch
and the impact this has on securing funding:

Everyone loves what Waterwatch does, it's really good, particularly
the school kids stuff, but it doesn't take into account the monitoring
side and it's very hard fo get the data valued in any sense by the
regional groups. They're looking at their priorities and saying 'its not
going to fit'. And I think it comes back to that discussion earlier
about education, once you start talking education they're going to say
'its nothing to do with us' that's education department - shoot it over
there. So there's getting Waterwatch looked at differently, I guess
that's the key thing for us in ferms of moving forward.

That individuals have different perceptions of Waterwatch is hardly surprising
given the broad range of activities and methods of engagement the initiative
uses. The following sections attempt to unpack the interrelationships between
different perceptions of Waterwatch, and the characteristics of Waterwatch as a
community education program, capacity building initiative and/or monitoring
program.

3.3.2 Perceptions of the Purpose of Waterwatch

There was a sense of frustration among some Waterwatch coordinators that
emerged during focus group sessions — that Waterwatch is not well understood,
and that this recognition and understanding is important for the sustainability of
the initiative. Moreover, Waterwatch coordinators felt as though they could not
get the message across. The following quote illustrates this frustration:

It's hard to explain because a lot of you guys sitting here don't really
know the ins and outs of Waterwatch..it covers everything we're
talking about...it's very broad and involves people in all aspects of land
management and water, the issues relating to it, so we did look at the
plants growing in it, the weeds, looked at fire impacts on riparian
zone and all those things were written down. And if you look at any
of the publications by the national office or the regions that were
put out, whether different groups up here took that on board is
another thing, certainly when we were doing it we were looking at
catchment management, we were looking at everything, at that scale.

The people who deliver Waterwatch activities also shape perceptions about what
Waterwatch is. Within the focus group sessions, long-term coordinators related
stories about how regional NRM groups start seeing Waterwatch as the
coordinator —'it's your program’ — and so the shape of the program is perceived
to be a reflection of the attitudes and values of the coordinator. In some cases,
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this has frustrated efforts to make Waterwatch more applicable to regional
bodies in their planning and investment process. Some Waterwatch coordinators
seem to not enjoy monitoring. One said “as much as we hate it, it's probably the
way we're going to go”. Another said "I think the fun part of Waterwatch was
the education part of the program”. These observations reinforce the earlier
discussion about why regional Waterwatch programs are so diverse and
underline the source of much of the variation in perceptions about what
Waterwatch is.

3.3.3 Waterwatch as monitoring

Two key issues inform perceptions of Waterwatch as a community-based water-
monitoring initiative:

o perceptions of the quality of the data, and

o ideas about whether the community can, and/or should, be involved in
monitoring.

These two issues, whilst interrelated, are discussed separately below:

(a) Perceptions of Waterwatch data and its quality

In many States and Territories, Waterwatch coordinators and proponents
perceive that one of the main ways in which they can secure funding for
Waterwatch in regional NRM investment strategies is to respond to the
monitoring & evaluation components of regional plans. Due to the different
perceptions of the degree to which Waterwatch can perform these monitoring
‘services’ (see earlier discussion), the debate about the purpose of Waterwatch is
heating up.

Waterwatch has always promoted the values of involving the community in
monitoring: the initiative is based on the values of experiential learning. There
are some distinct advantages of the community being involved in data collection:

o People are more likely to believe things they measure themselves.

o People develop a greater understanding of the issues relating to what they
are measuring — the impacts of land use, catchment management, etc. on
water quality and riparian health. This knowledge and understanding
enhances their capacity to contribute more positively to NRM decision-making
processes.

These issues are encapsulated in the following comment by a focus group
member who was responding to comments made by scientists and agency
managers about the role of the community in collecting data:

The thing is to have not just one person out there [monitoring] - its
to have all sorts of people out there doing it and putting in, and
sharing that knowledge, and all having an understanding of what's
going on with their local environment. The thing is, you guys think
you're the only ones that can do it, well everyone [can] - the amount
of people I talk fo will say we don't believe what you're saying - they
don't trust government, I don't know why, but nine times out ten most
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people go 'you're bullshitting us - I know, we've lived here for this
long and this is what we're seeing is changing, but you're telling us
[something different].

Of course, from a government and/or regional NRM authority perspective, there
are opportunities to get more data more efficiently (in cost terms) if the
community is involved.

Perceptions of the quality and scientific rigour of Waterwatch-collected data are
variable even among Waterwatch coordinators. Some Waterwatch coordinators
don't feel as though they can provide scientifically rigorous data...

[Catchment group name] wouldn't think of coming fo us as
Waterwatch coordinators to say ‘hey, can you monitor the
[catchment name] salinity credit trading scheme’, we know we can't do
that...it has to be absolutely rigorous scientific data and ... dealing
with really big companies ... and that sort of monitoring we couldn't
do. But we know what's going on, we educate our community about it
so every time there's an enquiry or whatever going on we can say 'do
you know about the [catchment name] salinity trading scheme, do you
need some information about it' and that's the sort of thing we do
really really well, so we're ... adding value to what other people are
doing...

...Others do:

[Our local water authority are] doing what they call a priority
sewerage program and we actually approached them and said ‘we will
monitor that area you're trying to get hooked up to the sewerage and
provide you with data’, so as well as building up this relationship ... we
can also utilise our data and provide important information for that
project, so it is worthwhile sometimes being more strategic in where
testing's done.

There’s no reason why data collected as part of educational programs cannot be
good quality, but in the past there has been little attention to quality in some
regions, as illustrated in the following quote:

From what I understand, a lot of the information that was collected
in this area was intermittent, because a lot of it was seasonal, and it
wasn't as scientifically valid - I don't know how to say that in a more
positive way - it was more from an educational side of things in the
Centre..some of the more longer ferm monitoring sites in the north
had particularly in relation to subdivision development, have been
used by the government

One community monitor admitted that when using the Waterwatch kit they were
supplied with, “often the readings are dependent upon who’s doing them”. The
extent of this was dependent on staffing issues: the ability to make calibration
fluids available and to maintain equipment.

One of the ways in which proponents of the ‘Waterwatch = monitoring” camp see
that perceptions of Waterwatch as a monitoring initiative can be improved is to
address concerns about data quality. The dominant perception is that if
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confidence in Waterwatch data is increased, through QA/QC initiatives, then use
will be enhanced.

The idea of accrediting monitors to particular standards was raised at some focus
groups as an important method of enhancing the confidence of data users in the
data collected by Waterwatch. Most thought some form of accreditation was a
good idea, and some discussed the idea of linking accreditation to the use of the
Waterwatch brand, for example:

I guess that way if groups do the training and follow certain
procedures they'd be able to achieve accreditation and perhaps it
could be associated with that that they get to use the Waterwatch
brand name...

Part of the problem in the debate about the varying perceptions of ‘data quality’
is that there is a tendency to focus on the physical/chemical parameters that
Waterwatch monitors collect, and not the other contextual information collected
as part of this data — riparian vegetation, macros, foreshores etc. In other
words, people are comparing ‘Waterwatch data’ (as in physical chemical
parameters) to the ‘official’ data collected by State agencies, water authorities,
contractors, consultants etc. The broader river health parameters which
Waterwatch collects data on have traditionally been less commonly collected,
until monitoring programs such as Victoria’s ‘Index of Stream Condition” was
introduced in the late 1990’s and the national ‘Monitoring River Health Initiative’,
and its associated ‘AusRivAS’ assessment scheme, was introduced in its earliest
form in 1994.

Scientists participating in the focus groups thought that what they called “visual
parameters”, particularly in relation to pest pants and animals, is where the real
strength of Waterwatch is. There was the sense from scientists that monitors
rely too much on monitoring instruments and that the selection of equipment
(i.e. sensitivity etc.) does not always match the monitoring needs:

Unfortunately the issues are more complicated than the test kit*.

Waterwatch coordinators agree, to a point, but say that the kits give them the
ability to speak in the language of the scientific community, and this gives
Waterwatch more credibility. The following quote is an illustration of this, as well
as the value of the many other types of monitoring that they do perform:

Observation is a huge tool and its one of the first things when you go
on site - all the sensory things and that's very big on indigenous
communities. But its also the history people have that live there and
they can see stuff going on - they don't need a test kit to tell them
that either. But, when we go to talk o someone about this they want
to see the information from the test kit to prove that, so that's
where people go ‘alright, show us how to use one so we can prove this’

One scientist, in critiquing the way in which sampling was undertaken by
Waterwatch, said that they were not criticising Waterwatch: “monitoring water
quality is very difficult even with the resources I have available to me”.

*‘Test kits’ is a general reference to the instruments and equipment used by volunteer monitors.

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 25



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

It is difficult to determine the source of this apparent emphasis on physical
chemical parameters. The apparent reliance on water quality testing kits, as
discussed above, could be one influence. Waterwatch events, which are widely
promoted, could also be an influence, but these are well balanced in this regard.
Some events, like Saltwatch do focus on physical/chemical parameters, but bug
surveys and photographic competitions etc. emphasise other aspects of riparian
and catchment health. Perhaps the reporting of Waterwatch data is biased
towards physical/chemical parameters, and this may be an outcome of the
structure/content of the Waterwatch Australia database. Whatever the reason,
there is a need to place more emphasis on the holistic nature of Waterwatch
monitoring. Perhaps something like the following argument should inform future
marketing/promotion strategies:

We're not monitoring water quality, we're monitoring river health, so
if you haven't got a habitat survey as the first thing that you do then
your monitoring is wrong...

The current emphasis on increasing the confidence in Waterwatch data is an
important phase in making Waterwatch more widely accepted by a range of
current and potential audiences. But there is also evidence that concerns about
data quality don’t necessarily mean that data will not be used. For example, in
one arid area where coordinators and volunteer monitors agreed that their
quality control measures could have been better, their efforts still contributed to
making a difference because they identified outbreaks of Blue-Green Algae, and
even identified an exotic fish, which was then successfully eradicated by
responsible authorities. Therefore, data quality should not be achieved at the
expense of other important qualities of Waterwatch, particularly if stringent
quality control systems detract from people’s enjoyment of participating, and
therefore their willingness to monitor.

The current emphasis on data confidence raises some very important issues in
relation to support, at regional, State and national levels.

collaboration’s got to be the only way to go, there's got to be some
sort of pay-back to the community groups from the
[State/Territory] government, and whether that pay-back is as
simple as agreeing to..keep all the data together and then allow them
to get reports, I don't know. In my opinion it could be easily...put into
something like [State DB name] and just flagged as community-
collected data...

There were many comments within the focus group discussions about the
relative quality of Waterwatch data compared to some data collected by
State/Territory agency people. Some Waterwatch coordinators who had been
out in the field with State water quality monitoring officers were shocked at the
comparative lack of quality control, with monitoring equipment being “thrown in
the back of the ute” and very rarely calibrated.

(b) Perceptions about involving the community in monitoring

In the Victorian review of Waterwatch (Landscape & Social Research 2004) many
data users said they used Waterwatch data as one part of the jigsaw puzzle and
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were more interested in the spatial representativeness of Waterwatch data than,
necessarily, its sample accuracy.

A big challenge for Waterwatch in achieving spatial and temporal requirements of
a rigorous monitoring program is the fact that there may not be volunteers in
places where data is required, and/or it might be too dangerous to expect
volunteers to sample from particular areas (e.g. crocodiles in the Territory). This
issue of the problems of achieving broad spatial (and to a lesser degree
temporal) coverage of regions was raised at nearly all of the focus groups, in one
way or another. The following two quotes illustrate the types of comments
raised:

It's a bit of a two-edged sword because there is still this big
question, for instance, the data that's required on the state of the
environment reports needs monitoring in a particular area, say in the
middle of somewhere there's never been a Waterwatch group for
historical reasons, and at present there is no real community concern
to generate a Waterwatch group in a particular area, and therefore
if that becomes a regional priority and there is no group there, but
the active groups are in other places, the issue is how you get the
issues of concern to groups really reflected in State
requirements...its an issue in regions we have to address.

It's a bit of a case of where we can we will provide monitoring, but its
very difficult to be strategic with community monitoring because you
go where there is enthusiasm, you go where people want to be
involved, and you can't move people - you can't tell them 'we really
want you to be strategic, can you go over there and do this' - because
they're unlikely to do that, so where we can we will...

This is closely related to the issue that emerged from the surveys (see Appendix
2) — that monitoring must reflect the level of commitment and interests of local
communities.

But the converse of this problem can also occur — that there are people willing to
monitor in areas where there are no immediate perceived threats and/or no
plans to undertake works. Focus group participants felt that this monitoring
should still be valued and used because it may have value in the future. For
example:

We're collecting base-line data in creeks that weren't being collected
by anyone so it wasn't that there was necessarily a perceived risk,
but they were collecting information randomly over a landscape
because no-one else was doing it...and I think that's still a valid use of
the program...

A key issue in relation to Waterwatch as a monitoring program is the perceptions
of community volunteers towards monitoring. There is an underlying debate
about how much regional NRM authorities can expect of community members to
perform monitoring ‘services’. However, there is a strong case that if volunteers
knew that their effort was being valued — by people using and valuing the data
they collect — then they will be more willing to put in the effort required to collect
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useful, quality data. This is certainly supported by the results of the survey of
community participants in Waterwatch undertaken as part of this Gap/Needs
Analysis, as reported in Section 0. This is also recognised by some of the focus
group participants, and some also aired some of the frustrations some volunteers
have, for example:

People are keen to be involved, people are interested in [monitoring],
what they find difficult is this wall we keep hitting where [scientists
are] sort of saying that community shouldn't be doing it.

The impact of changes to regional delivery and loss of funding has had an impact
in some areas in monitor’s perceptions of the value of their involvement:

T did lose interest, I have to admit, because I thought the whole
thing's falling apart so what's the point... it was falling apart, people
had lost interest. But if the money came back again, I think people
would say ‘oh yes, Waterwatch, lets go again’ because there's enough
goodwill - it just needs a leader I'd say.

Scientists participating in the focus groups had constructive contributions to
make suggesting the appropriateness of community volunteers collecting water
quality data. They thought there was some scope, but that the design of the
sampling — in terms of experimental design, selection of appropriate parameters,
equipment, etc. was critical. Ultimately, they said, it was up to the community to
decide the degree to which they would like to participate in monitoring. And...

..if the community doesn't want to get into that scientifically
credible stuff, you can't force it and it shouldn't be forced either.

The scientists participating in the focus groups were keen to help in the
identification of sound methods of involving communities in monitoring and
recognised the importance of community ‘ownership’ of problems and solutions,
as illustrated in the following comment:

You've just got to choose the issues that people have passion about
because it comes from the people within the community...and work
through sort of methods are best

It would seem then, that there is potential for win-win resolutions to resolving
the different perceptions of Waterwatch as a monitoring initiative. The answer is

o good communications to resolve these issues of perception;

4

o making it easy for people to appreciate the range of ‘products’ and ‘services
Waterwatch has to offer; and,

o enabling NRM authorities and communities, together, to identify how
Waterwatch can assist in regional monitoring programs.

There are important roles to be played at national and State levels to facilitate
these actions, but it would be appropriate for national support to take the lead in
developing the products to support these actions.

However, as illustrated in the following quote, achieving the last of these points
may not be easy in some jurisdictions:
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That's one way to go but that's the age-old problem - governments
shouldn't be telling the community what they should and shouldn't be
doing and that's the big problem here. It would be nice if we worked
together, that's not going to happen: community doesn't frust
government and government doesn't trust the community...

One of the other trends that may emerge in the future, and is already happening
in some regions (e.g. in Tasmania and Victoria) is the use of Waterwatch
coordinators as water-quality monitors — that is, whether or not they have
networks of volunteers to help, some coordinators do monitoring runs at agreed
intervals to collect data for their hosts’/proponents’ use. For the first time in
Tasmania, position descriptions for Waterwatch coordinator positions include the
collection of water quality samples to contribute to baseline WQ monitoring. In
the Goulburn-Broken region in Victoria, Waterwatch Coordinators have always
undertaken monitoring runs themselves.

Involving both the community and Waterwatch coordinators in monitoring
activities, it was reported, has the advantage of helping volunteers and
coordinators, feel as though their contributions are valued by NRM agencies. It
was perceived to be important for the long-term sustainability of Waterwatch
that regional NRM authorities value the work that is done by paid and unpaid
people.

3.3.4 Waterwatch as ‘Environmental Education’

There are two main themes flowing through the concept of Waterwatch as an
environmental education initiative.

o ‘Community education’, which seems to encompass a more general desire to
bring up the next generation with a better understanding of water and
catchment issues.

o ‘Capacity building’, which encompasses community education, but is probably
more about enabling the participation of people in NRM processes. Adult
‘education’ is more of a focus here.

But, there is a more integrated perception of the way in which Waterwatch
achieves these objectives, as illustrated in the following comment in reference to
regional NRM planning:

The plans talk about long-term visions and goals in 5, 10, 20 years.
They talk about intergenerational equity and sustainable
development...you need to invest in the people who are at school
[now], to teach them about these things so they can participate..but
there's no clear reference to that...

Again, perceptions about the relative value of Waterwatch in meeting its
‘community education’ and capacity building objectives are dependent upon
people’s experiences of the various ways in which Waterwatch is delivered in
different regions. Probably the overwhelming perception is that Waterwatch is
primarily targeted at schools — “its for the kiddies”. But this perception is
probably driven by at least three key things:
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o Waterwatch coordinators often believe that the primary school
activities/programs are what they do best.

o Waterwatch has been more successful in integrating with primary school
curricula than secondary school curricula.

o Adult education, apart from through involving adults in monitoring, has
generally not been as successful for Waterwatch as some other initiatives in
reaching this audience.

Many Waterwatch coordinators are frustrated by a lack of appreciation by some
that the monitoring activities that Waterwatch participants are involved in are
very valuable in an educational sense. Monitoring encompasses such a broad
range of issues, and also often leads to some form of involvement of the monitor
in on-ground works. The following three comments from focus group
participants sum up the dominant perceptions of the value of the education and
capacity-building aspects of Waterwatch.

.. that on-ground aspect is really important, teaching landholders
about alternative management fools and using the monitoring as a
before and after picture of how its changed...doing a test is not the
whole of it, and perhaps there's been a perception that that's all it
was

I think too that its adult education that we're talking about, if you're
talking about capacity building, well education should come before on-
ground action anyway so people understand what they're doing and
why they're doing it and Waterwatch plays a vital role in doing that in
educating people in monitoring ... Its not just school education, its
education across the board - if we want people to be involved they
need to understand why they need to be involved.

There's a lot of really good educational stuff going on that isn't
related to monitoring..I mean they might do that but its not really a
monitoring site, but they're getting really good educational stuff
from us...

The focus group participant that made the latter comment went on to say that in
the past the method of monitoring Waterwatch performance was only recorded
in terms of numbers of participants, sites and parameters so much of the
educational outcomes were rarely monitored.

The credibility of Waterwatch as an education program has been enhanced by
the excellent work done in most States and Territories to develop ‘education
resource kits’. These are structured so as to maximise the ability for teachers to
utilise Waterwatch activities for each core area of the respective State/Territory
curriculum. Apart from making Waterwatch more relevant and accessible for
schools, one of the reasons for such kits is to take the pressure off Waterwatch
coordinators in terms of delivering schools programs. The idea is to build the
capacity of teachers to enable them to deliver Waterwatch activities themselves,
without necessarily having a Waterwatch coordinator present. Waterwatch
coordinators, and other expert visitors, can and are brought in to contribute in
specific areas. Waterwatch education resource kits are therefore playing a key
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role in building partnerships between schools and a wide range of NRM experts
and agencies.

The Environmental Educators Association of Australia (E*A?) has been involved in
the development of many of these education resource kits around Australia.

There were many stories related during the focus Group sessions of the impact
Waterwatch has had in terms of influencing people’s career paths. For example,
focus group participants related stories of teachers who did Waterwatch as pupils
at primary school and now want to run it for their students. Others related
stories about Waterwatch participants going on to do science degrees,
particularly in natural resource management. There are examples of Waterwatch
coordinators who did Waterwatch in primary school themselves. However,
Waterwatch has not fully documented these stories, nor done any research into
the relative impact of Waterwatch in influencing the career paths of such
individuals. See monitoring & evaluation chapter.

3.3.5 Purpose of Waterwatch in relation to other regional NRM programs

..The real thing the [regional NRM authorities] are going to be
worried about is we're not a 'do-good’ organisation, we're not there to
have fun, really, dead set, we're there to help these guys achieve
their targets, and that's what these guys are going to be looking at in
the projects that are on the table...

Defining a ‘purpose’ for Waterwatch within regional NRM delivery is likely to
become more complex, and critical, in the future as regional authorities find ways
to incorporate Waterwatch into regional programs. There is evidence that this is
happening already, as illustrated in the following quote:

My region is going in the direction where it's the Waterwatch and
Landcare program that are coming together more to become more of
an integrated catchment education/action program. The title of our
program will actually be 'building regional capacity for water and land
management’. My title may change, but I'll still be out there doing
exactly what I've been doing...

There is significant potential for Waterwatch to perform the ‘front-line’
community engagement tasks of regional NRM authorities, particularly in their
river health programs. Some regions are recognising this potential, for example:

we're incredibly lucky in our sub-region in terms of the support
because we're seen as the front, the ‘face’, of what we do in our
communities,

There are three other key areas in which Waterwatch can directly be involved in
regional plan delivery:

o Helping monitor ‘management action targets’

o Helping monitor ‘resource condition targets’

o Building the capacity of the community to participate in NRM planning and
decision-making processes.
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3.3.6 Waterwatch as ‘Capacity Building’

‘Building” community ‘capacity’ to tackle NRM issues is a key plank of the regional
NRM investment strategies in all NHT and NAP regions in Australia.

Capacity building relates to a range of activities by which individuals, groups and
organisations improve their capacity to achieve sustainable natural resource
management. Capacity in this context includes awareness, skills, knowledge,
motivation, commitment and confidence (AFFA, 2001). In essence, social
capacity is ‘an ability to act’.

Capacity building for natural resource management goes beyond the traditional,
top-down approach of enhancing skills and knowledge through training and
provision of technical advice. It focuses on enhancing genuine community
engagement in all aspects of NRM, from planning to on-ground actions (AFFA,
2001).

The Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the National Action Plan for Salinity
and Water Quality identifies the need to ‘support capacity building of
communities and landholders to assist them to develop and implement integrated
catchment/regional plans’. The IGA defines capacity building broadly, to include
such things as access to information, facilitation and support, and research and
development.

Thomson and Pepperdine (2003) in their Land and Water Australia project
‘Assessing community capacity for riparian restoration’ describe social capacity as
a process. They see capacity as an ‘oil’ that lubricates the process of
accumulation and decline in capital in all its forms (social, human, natural,
economic, physical). They define capacity as:

The capability of individuals, groups and institutions to
understand and deal with the enabling and constraining
elements, dimensions and issues that drive the process of
capital accumulation and decline (in all its forms) to produce
desirable outcomes (Thomson and Pepperdine 2003:11).

The ability of regional NRM authorities to achieve visions (desired outcomes)
shared by the whole community (including institutions, agencies, etc) for the
regional environment is dependent on their ability to meaningfully engage
communities. Rather than NRM authorities using traditional ‘transfer of
technologies’ approaches to ‘teach’ the community what they ‘need’ to know, the
capacity enhancement approach recognises that everyone (communities and
institutions) has prior knowledge, networks, skills, etc. and that these can be
enhanced to achieve more strategically aligned (and shared) outcomes.

Waterwatch fits the ‘capacity enhancement’ model extremely well. It provides
opportunities for people to be meaningfully involved (‘engaged’) in learning more
about ‘their patch’. Waterwatch creates a shared ‘point of interest’ (a river or
creek, a water-hole, a catchment) between community and NRM institutions —
sites that have meaning to people. Waterwatch activities also allow people to
express their values and ideas about natural resource conditions and targets,
allowing NRM planners and decision-makers to understand community values
and aspirations more fully than attempting to communicate through written plans
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and strategies. But what differentiates Waterwatch from many other
environmental education and community engagement methods is that the data
that Waterwatch participants collect can be used by regional NRM authorities to
make decisions about resource management options. This is because
Waterwatch data can be collected to high standards of quality control/assurance
because there are sound QA/QC protocols documented and readily usable.

Because participants in Waterwatch are trained in water sampling and testing
methods, as well as a wide range of biological and habitat assessment methods,
Waterwatch is also particularly successful in enhancing knowledge and skills. As
illustrated in the following quote, enhancing skills and understanding is critical in
achieving meaningful engagement of the community in NRM planning,
particularly in setting resource condition targets.

thank goodness that we've got..board members that realise we're not
going to be so short-sighted as to just set out and go and tell the
people ... that our salinity target ..is going to be 880 ms/cm 80% of
the fime... ‘can you talk to me in sense’ they'll say. If you don't have
an educated and informed community they're not going to understand
what that target is and whether they've reached it or not, and if you
can't have as many people as possible involved in that process of
measuring salinity or being involved in the management of the
environment, then you're not going to reach the target.

While it was widely recognised among focus group participants that Waterwatch
has huge potential in fulfilling key components of the ‘capacity building’
component of regional NRM plans, many participants commented that current
plans are “clearly lacking” in their capacity building/community education
aspects.

With the ‘capacity building” component of regional NRM investment providing a
key funding source, it is imperative that Waterwatch be recognised for its
capacity enhancement qualities.

3.3.7 Conclusion — Purpose of Waterwatch

At the present time, it seems that despite the range of purposes and activities of
Waterwatch, it is primarily still perceived as an education program. This, in itself,
is not a bad thing, but it is important that this ‘education’ be seen to be
contributing to enhancing the capacity of regional communities to identify, plan
and implement strategic NRM actions.

The relative emphasis or ‘balance’ between ‘monitoring” and ‘education’ of
Waterwatch is currently difficult to measure at the regional level. Perhaps a
good indication of the current state of this balance is that the most common end
point to discussions within the focus groups about the ‘purpose’ of Waterwatch
seemed to end up with the view that people were aware of the various aspects
of Waterwatch, but tended to see more value in the educational aspects of
Waterwatch activities. For example:

When we did a perception study in [our State/Territory] of potential
data users, it came across very strongly in that that proponents,
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catchment boards, ... [agency] technical people and people like that
strongly valued the education component of Waterwatch, but they
had questions about the data and the data quality..data confidence.

However, people from regional authorities seem to be prepared to support and
fund Waterwatch as an education program that also provides some data — the
balancing of this will depend on regional perspectives and needs.

But problems may arise if there are conflicting perceptions, between different
regional NRM groups, about what the ‘best’ role for Waterwatch is. This is
happening at the moment, particularly in the process of developing regional NRM
plans and investment strategies, and is an area in which future negotiations may
be needed.

Interestingly enough, everything that's been said about [Waterwatch
in the regional plan] is that [the regional NRM authority] want it to
be more quality controlled in terms of data. However, when we
talked to the Landcare council all they're looking at is the education...

Securing a sustainable future for Waterwatch within the regions is therefore
dependent upon being able to communicate effectively with regional
stakeholders so that they can make an informed decision about how Waterwatch
can fulfil various components of regional NRM delivery. Many coordinators are
very accepting of this challenge, as illustrated in the two quotes below, but some
others are not necessarily ready for this challenge (see Section 3.5).

I think there is the potential for waterwatch to fulfil both goals
successfully and T think we do do the community education really
well, and we've developed up a lot of public awareness of other
programs by doing those things. But I do believe that there is the
potential for Waterwatch o expand its monitoring role and do it
better than how we do it now - I don't think we do it really [badly]
and I think the potential value of our data is continually
underestimated - that would have been raised across many States -
but I still see a lot that we can do and the QA/QC procedures we've
put in place in [our State/Territory] are going to go a long way, but a
large part of that is about promoting that, and promoting it to the
people that matter,

Because when it comes down to these regional plans and NRM
strategies, we all know they're never going to have enough money to
achieve everything that they need to..and I see Waterwatch as a
really good way for them to spend their funds efficiently to achieve
both part of their monitoring and evaluation components as well as
achieve their community capacity building component.

The ‘capacity building” component of regional NRM investment strategies
provides a possible solution to the ‘problem’ of balancing education and
monitoring aspects of Waterwatch. If Waterwatch is re-defined as a ‘capacity
building” and community engagement tool, both education and monitoring can be
legitimately and constructively resourced. Decisions about the relative emphasis
of the two can be fine-tuned to respond to regional contexts.
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3.3.8 Implications for National Support — Purpose of Waterwatch

Perhaps the single most important issue for national support, and probably of
highest priority too, is how to build Waterwatch into the current rounds of
regional NRM investment planning. There is currently no systematic approach
being used to secure a place for Waterwatch in regional plans — it has been left
primarily up to regional/local coordinators and other key supporters of
Waterwatch. The AG NRM Rivercare Facilitators are doing their best to see that
Waterwatch is included in regional plans, but because there is no compulsion to
include Waterwatch and because decisions about whether to include Waterwatch
are primarily based on people’s perceptions of what Waterwatch can offer, it is a
rather ad hoc situation.

There is a mechanism within the regional NRM investment strategy approval
process to mandate the inclusion of ‘waterwatch’. To date, the Australian
Government has not chosen to utilise this mechanism, instead relying on the
voluntary inclusion by regional NRM authorities of Waterwatch-type programs in
their investment strategies. However, the findings of this needs/gap analysis
would suggest that the voluntary approach has not resulted in a smooth
transition of Waterwatch programs to the new regional delivery model, so it is
perhaps timely to use the schedules to ensure the potential of Waterwatch as a
valuable community engagement and capacity building tool is realised.

Notwithstanding the use of schedules to mandate the inclusion of Waterwatch in
regional plans, it is important that, nationally, Waterwatch develop clear tools to
enable regional NRM authorities to appreciate how Waterwatch could play key
roles in the following three key areas:

o monitoring progress in relation to management action targets
o monitoring progress in relation to resource condition targets
o assisting in community engagement and capacity building

The challenge for national support is ensuring, quickly, that regions have the
ability to understand how Waterwatch can help them deliver their regional
strategies. A Waterwatch ‘toolbox’ or similar is required very quickly, as well as
some clear communications about Australian Government expectations with
respect to Waterwatch.

Ideally the process of working out if, and how, Waterwatch can contribute to the
delivery of regional NRM plans would be based on a cooperative, consultative
process to identify:

o What ‘services” Waterwatch could successfully provide

o The level of ‘service’ the community is prepared to provide

o Data requirements, including appropriate parameters and the data confidence
limits

o Selection of equipment appropriate to the nature of the monitoring being
undertaken.

But the regional planning processes are probably too far advanced in most
regions for this to happen now. And, from the survey results (see Appendix 2) it
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appears that there is still work to be done in enhancing/developing approaches
to involve the community in planning monitoring programs.

The process of identifying how Waterwatch will fit regional NRM delivery is
something that has to happen at the regional level. Therefore, it is appropriate
that the national office produce guidelines for the development of monitoring
plans, or a checklist of issues that should be addressed etc., rather than seeking
to involve itself in these processes directly. There may be a role for a ‘National
Waterwatch Network Facilitator’ to assist regions through this process by
highlighting successful examples, or facilitating communication channels between
appropriate regional coordinators.

Another issue in relation to balancing Waterwatch within the regions that may
need to be considered from a national perspective is the likelihood that as
regional plans go through their various iterations, and are then renewed and
updated, their emphasis is likely to change. One focus group participant
summed this up well:

I can't help thinking that community education has been left out of
NRM at the moment because there's this sort of push to develop
plans and indicators..and when the dust settles on that there'll be
another resurgence for community awareness...its just not there at
the moment.

There is a need at the national scale to develop processes to enable the
assessment of the current balance of regional Waterwatch delivery and to
consider this balance in light of changes in national, State and regional priorities
and policies.

3.3.9 Summary — Purpose of Waterwatch

o Waterwatch is a highly regarded environmental education tool.
But, it is also an invaluable community engagement and
capacity building tool, although this is not as commonly
appreciated, particularly by some regional NRM authorities.

o Waterwatch is highly diverse — with activities ranging from
general catchment and water education to the collection of
high-quality data through well planned monitoring of strategic
sites.

o People’s perceptions of the purpose of Waterwatch are
informed by their relative exposure to the breadth of these
activities. It is less common for individuals to have a holistic
understanding of the scope of Waterwatch.

o Waterwatch has the potential to be an invaluable community
engagement and capacity building tool for regional NRM
authorities.
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o This potential is currently being inhibited by bipolar perceptions
of the purpose of Waterwatch as an education initiative ‘versus’
an environmental monitoring initiative. A shift in focus towards
Waterwatch as a community engagement and capacity building
tool would help overcome this problem of ‘competing’
perceptions.

o There are some gaps in current support to facilitate the
inclusion of Waterwatch into regional NRM planning processes
and resources available to ‘sell’ Waterwatch to regions. This
gap occurs at State and national scales, although the National
NRM Facilitators — Rivercare are working towards addressing
this situation.

o Waterwatch lacks tools that enable regional NRM authorities to
recognise how Waterwatch could help them to deliver on their
objectives.

o There is an urgent need for promotional/information resources
to help regional authorities understand the possibilities for
Waterwatch in the delivery of NRM strategies.

o There is a need for national support and facilitation to produce
these information sources and to support the network of current
and future Waterwatch coordinators to secure a place for
Waterwatch in regional NRM delivery, and to liaise with
regional, State and Australian Government NRM Facilitators to
maximise opportunities for Waterwatch.

o There is a need for a monitoring and evaluation system that
allows assessments of the likely impacts of shifts in policies and
the maturation of regional NRM authorities” approaches to
capacity building on the delivery of ‘Waterwatch’.

o There are gaps in many regions between the need for
consultative processes to develop regional monitoring programs
and current engagement of volunteers in these processes.

o There is a need to ensure that the educational value of
Waterwatch is not lost as regional NRM authorities develop and
implement their regional investment plans. This requires
national-level support and promotion to ensure that regional
authorities feel comfortable including educational programs
within their investment plans.
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3.4 Opportunities for Engaging Communities in ‘Waterwatch’
activities

The diversity of Waterwatch and the fact that over the years it has evolved to
encompass a very wide range of water, river, riparian and catchment issues
means that there is scope to engage communities on a wide range of issues.
These opportunities have been significantly enhanced by the tradition of
Waterwatch to work in close partnership with other NRM groups and agencies.

One of the key strengths of Waterwatch is that, over the years, many innovative
activities and methods for engaging a diverse range of people in river
rehabilitation and catchment management issues have been tested and refined.
These range from activities for early primary school pupils to understand their
patch, through to river and catchment models to build the understanding and
capacity of farmers and other land managers in river rehabilitation. Throughout
these activities is the common thread of testing the quality of water and riparian
habitats, which builds the understanding and confidence of participants in the
science of water quality and catchment management. But this ‘science’ is not an
end in itself — it is a means to an end. The ‘end’ is capacity that is built in
participants in relation to their knowledge and understanding of water quality
issues.

These strengths of Waterwatch are commonly the weaknesses of other NRM
programs that tend to engage people in a more technical, agronomic or
economic manner. Waterwatch engages people with their local environment and
equips them with the knowledge to understand the broader issues that impact on
their environment. The current emphasis on catchment and regional NRM
planning is often too complex and disengaged from what people know and
understand. This means that the opportunities for engaging community
members in catchment/regional natural resource management is limited to those
few individuals who have the capacity to make sense of these complex ‘big
picture’ issues. While Waterwatch does build capacity in this way, therefore
equipping people with the skills and understanding to participate in broader NRM
processes, opportunities for meaningful engagement of the broader community
will always be greater, and more meaningful, at the local level.

There are therefore significant opportunities for Waterwatch to take a major role
in every NRM region in Australia as the primary tool for engaging communities in
NRM.

However, to achieve this, Waterwatch will have to think beyond the traditional
‘hierarchy of coordinators’ model of delivery and more towards instilling
Waterwatch as a core component for engaging people in a wide range of NRM
programs at the regional level.

The following are just a few approaches and ideas that emerged from the focus
group discussions”.

® There are literally hundreds of examples of the opportunities for Waterwatch, and for people to
become involved in Waterwatch, across Australia. Some of these have probably been published in
various ‘case study’ publications at State and National levels over the years. It is beyond the scope
of this study to review these. Suffice to say that many success stories were related during some of
the focus groups and interviews. Without reviewing all of the existing examples of community
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There are many opportunities for engaging with indigenous communities in
Waterwatch that were highlighted especially in Western Australia, Northern
Territory and Queensland through Ranger Groups and Indigenous NRM Facilitator
network.

Rapport has already been established with the [indigenous]
community and, we find that pretty much everywhere that
[Waterwatch] is well received because its pretty hands on, as far as
getting people involved

Ideally too, all these indigenous facilitators/rangers...they should
have training really, really if they're out their living there and doing
other land management activities they should have some idea about
what's going on with water and should be thinking catchments in my
opinion.

Because of indigenous cultural values in relation to waterholes, especially, many
focus group participants thought there were great opportunities to develop
integrated monitoring and action programs focussing on riparian vegetation,
grazing management and weed management.

Another key theme to emerge from the focus groups was the advantages of
delivering Waterwatch through existing and new partnerships with other NRM
programs. Some examples of the comments made by focus group participants
are provided below to illustrate these ideas:

there's all those groups, like the [group name] Landcare and [group
name] rangers, they're all out their doing existing stuff and are all
resourced to do it through other sources - just tap into those people.
And you've probably got more of a chance of it leading on to a works
project...

That's right..if you can join Waterwatch up to this water quality
group then you've potentially got this whole network doing water
quality monitoring and I think that's a way the [State] government
can see Waterwatch as being a plus and to be involved in it, is to
expand the WQ monitoring network...

..you might not employ a Waterwatch coordinator, you might add it to
their list of things that they already do and integrate it into what
they're already doing. I mean just talking to people scattered around
in arid areas, there's a lot of interest in waterhole protection and the
Central Land council has already done some projects with us, fenced
water holes for cultural reasons, but there's a flow on environmental
effect.

In the Northern Territory, for example, Waterwatch ‘groups’ and Landcare groups
have been more or less the same thing and this model has worked very well in
the past. To varying degrees, there has been similar experiences in most States

engagement, it is not possible to assess whether the suggested opportunities listed below are
‘new’. The have been included because people in the focus groups thought that they represented
opportunities for Waterwatch, but many may have been tried in other jurisdictions.
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& Territories. Landcare groups are probably the most obvious, and have been
the most commonly ‘accessed’ group in the past because of their concerns about
water and river health. However, there are opportunities to move beyond such
groups to encompass other community groups as diverse as service clubs, field
naturalists, sporting shooters, etc.

Many examples of more specific opportunities for Waterwatch were raised in the
focus groups. These are not described here, as most are already occurring in
other regions — things like groundwater monitoring, monitoring water supplies of
indigenous communities, monitoring the effects of urban salinity, assessing the
impact of urban stormwater runoff in arid regions, etc.

There were reports of some Waterwatch participants promoting their affiliation
with a Waterwatch group during environmental demonstrations. It is important
for the integrity and credibility of Waterwatch that participants do not use
Waterwatch data or their affiliation for political means. This is not to suggest
that data collected by Waterwatch participants cannot be used to inform debate
about environmental management, but the data must be validated.

3.4.1 Implications for National Support — Opportunities

Opportunities for engaging communities in water-quality monitoring and
initiatives to build capacity in relation to river restoration and catchment
management would be enhanced if Waterwatch ‘products’ and ‘services’ were
integrated into other regional NRM programs and delivered by a wider range of
coordinators/staff of these programs. This has been happening at the local level
for many years, but there are opportunities to ‘sell’ this as a key strength of
Waterwatch — ie. a key tool in the Waterwatch ‘toolbox’.

This means, from a national perspective, that more needs to be done to enable
Waterwatch coordinators and proponents at the regional scale to offer products
and services that are applicable and useful at the local level. This means that
any resources that are developed by the national office need to be overarching
and generic, and more emphasis is needed on enhancing the capacity of regions
to fine-tune such resources to their own needs.

3.4.2 Summary — Opportunities

o Waterwatch methods, products and services provide
opportunities to meaningfully engage communities in
understanding their local environment and contributing to NRM
decision-making processes.

o There is a need to collate examples of the ways in which
Waterwatch products and services can be integrated with other
regional NRM programs, to help NRM authorities realise the
potential of Waterwatch as a community engagement tool.
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o There is a need to provide mechanisms for training the
coordinators/staff of other regional NRM programs in
Waterwatch services and products. This would enhance the
integration of NRM actions and enhance the exposure of a
broader community to Waterwatch activities.

o Whilst there are advantages in having dedicated ‘Waterwatch
coordinators’ to develop and deliver Waterwatch ‘products and
services’, the impact and potential of Waterwatch would be
considerably enhanced if coordinators of other regional
programs were trained to deliver Waterwatch as part of their
other duties.

3.5 The Impact and Implications of Regional Delivery

Making the change fo NHT2 - T just think that's our biggest gap at
the moment.

We probably take 100% of our direction now from the region instead
of the State or national, I mean they're the ones giving us the
dollars, so you've got to.

3.5.1 Introduction

This section focuses specifically on the impacts and implications of the shift to
‘regional delivery’ of NHT funding, although this is a recurring theme throughout
this chapter.

Regional delivery of Waterwatch has changed the ‘traditional model’ of
Waterwatch. This ‘traditional model’ was essentially a hierarchy and network of
coordinators, funded through a national program with State and local matching
funds. Although there were local, regional and State partners, and varying
amounts of local/State contributions of cash and in-kind support, Waterwatch
programs essentially reported to the National office and their shape was
informed by the national and State strategic plans. As already discussed, the
extent of the change from the ‘traditional model’ varies from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction because of the diverse histories of Waterwatch in different regions.
But it is the future ‘shape’ of Waterwatch at the regional level that is the biggest
area of uncertainty at the moment, and much of this centres on the issue of
funding.

Although regional delivery has far reaching consequences (many of which are
discussed in other parts of this chapter), there are five key issues that need
particular focus:

o Funding of regional programs (level of, security in)
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o State/Territory support — the impacts on QA/QC, training, communications,
etc.

o Skill sets of Waterwatch coordinators — are the skills required of Waterwatch
coordinators under NHT2 the same as those under NHT1?

o The need to find a ‘place’ for Waterwatch within regional investment plans
and the shift towards the idea of Waterwatch meeting (biophysical) M&E
components of regional plans more so than capacity building.

o Monitoring, evaluation and reporting of Waterwatch initiatives.

Each of these issues is discussed in the next parts of this section.

3.5.2 Funding of Regional Waterwatch Initiatives

Whereas under NHT1 local, regional and State/Territory Waterwatch programs
applied directly to the Australian Government for funding (on an annual basis),
regional delivery of NHT/NAP funding means that if Waterwatch is to be funded
in a region it must be included as a component in the Regional Investment Plan.

Because the Regional Investment Plans are three-year strategies, there are many
potential advantages for regional Waterwatch programs. The main advantage is
that there is more security to the funding, which means that issues experienced
by Waterwatch programs under NHT1, such as insecurity of tenure for
coordinators, is a thing of the past. But, the key to realising these advantages is
to ensure that Waterwatch is written in to the Regional Investment Plans.

Getting Waterwatch recognised in Regional Investment Plans is probably the
most significant gap, and therefore need, in nearly all States and Territories.
Victoria is probably the key exception to this, and the experiences of Victoria
provide important lessons for the other States and Territories.

In Victoria, regional delivery has provided more security, more funding, stronger
regional partnerships and a better integration of Waterwatch into other regional
NRM programs. But this has not been all plain sailing — Waterwatch has had to
work hard to be recognised within regional NRM strategies and investment plans,
so many of the issues discussed in this section of this chapter are very applicable
even to Victoria. Probably the key reason why the Victorian Waterwatch
program has come through the shift to NHT2 so well is that Waterwatch has
been well entrenched within regional NRM authorities (the Catchment
Management Authorities) since the CMAs were gazetted in July 1997.

Other States and Territories are still going through their first iterations of regional
plans and investment strategies, and in some States the definition of regional
NRM authorities is still being resolved. This is a very difficult climate for regional
Waterwatch programs to work within in terms of ‘getting a hearing’ within the
strategic NRM investment planning process.

From the focus group discussions, it is evident that Waterwatch is highly
regarded as a worthwhile investment in natural resource management (as
discussed previously in section 3.3). Although there might be some confusion
and much debate about the ‘best’ roles for Waterwatch in regional NRM, there is
significant support for it. In many of the focus groups, stories were related
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about how regional NRM authority board members are big supporters of
Waterwatch, but in the end, for some, decisions about funding come down to the
reality of making the funds balance, for example:

They were very supportive of Waterwatch initially..we had to keep
going back and having cuts because it was a ten million dollar bid,
then it was three, so [things] had to be cut and [Waterwatch] was a
program that could be left out. It was really difficult for them to
leave it out, but once it was left out it wasn't going to be put back in
again - it wasn't like ‘'we'll axe that' there was a lot of debate that
went over a series of meetings , so its not that it wasn't a popular
program.

In other cases, though, there were stories related about a lack of understanding
and appreciation by board members of Waterwatch and that this had contributed
to problems of having Waterwatch included in regional plans.

But it seems that one of the biggest frustrations for coordinators and others
involved in the focus groups was that getting a hearing with the people preparing
the regional plans and investment strategies is a key need. Even if regional NRM
authority board members are not fully aware of Waterwatch, many support it
when they are informed of it, as illustrated below:

The interesting thing is that if you talk to the boards and the
regional bodies, they don't actually know what Waterwatch is, but
once they understand it they say ‘oh yeah, we can see some merit in
working with that', but its actually at the level below that where all
the blockages lay, because they're the people that are fighting over
the resources and they're the ones putting propositions up o the
decision-makers, that's where Waterwatch is getting lost.

Board members cannot make an informed decision about what regional
programs they should invest in if they are not presented with all the information.
Another key point here, which was raised several times in the focus group
sessions, is that the staff and board members of regional NRM authorities, and
many of the agency staff helping to write regional plans, are struggling with the
‘capacity building” component of the regional investment process. People writing
the plans, it is perceived, do not have a good understanding about ‘community
education” and tend to ‘lump it in" with capacity building without really
understanding how it will be operationalised. However, focus group participants
thought that as the regional planning and investment processes mature and
more attention is paid to implementing the ‘capacity building’ components of
plans, more emphasis will be placed on Waterwatch and other community
education programs.

Similarly, as regions go through their investment planning processes, focus group
participants perceived that Waterwatch would become more important in terms
of responding to the various monitoring and evaluation components of regional
plans, for example:

Waterwatch is now more important than ever in the kinds of things
[our regional NRM authority] want to do. In seeing the connection
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between the plan and resource condition ideas and you can see them
clicking over that this is the vehicle to help them

There was also recognition among focus group participants that the outcomes of
regional planning processes were very dependent upon the juxta-positioning of
many factors, for example:

Timing is everything isn't it - timing of the plan and what people are
doing and when things are happening, and everyone knowledgeable of
that to put the right arguments in so that its written into the plan.

It is unfortunate that in some regions, the transition from NHT1 to NHT2 and the
lack of Waterwatch coordinator presence, particularly at the State/Territory scale,
may jeopardise the chances of Waterwatch being successfully included in the
respective regional plans. And, from a national perspective, if the ‘National
Waterwatch Program’ was perceived to be ‘dead’ after the end of NHT1, the
timing could not have been worse for gaining the recognition of Waterwatch that
is required to have it included in regional programs.

The other key issue in relation to timing is the impact of the timelines of the
regional NRM investment planning process on the ability of Waterwatch to get a
‘hearing’. In nearly all the focus group sessions, participants spoke of how busy
the people writing the NRM plans and investment strategies are, and therefore
how hard it is to discuss Waterwatch with them.

The regional bodies in [State/Territory] are really under pressure to
get their plans out and so we have trouble getting the right people to
meet us to really see what's happening... its probably 3-6 months away
to really see what their commitment [fo Waterwatch] is.

The variable perceptions of Waterwatch (as discussed in section 3.3) can
contribute to communication problems within the regional NRM planning and
investment process. In one State/Territory, it appears that Waterwatch missed
out on being funded through an interim regional investment strategy because the
process of developing the investment strategy failed to recognise that
Waterwatch was reliant on federal funding. There were two possible reasons for
this: a) that it was not acknowledged that Waterwatch funding would not
continue to be directly distributed form the national Waterwatch office, or b) that
it was believed that Waterwatch was fully funded from local sources.

In summary, from a funding perspective, data gathered from the focus group
discussions suggests that the following key areas/issues appear to be
determining the success of getting Waterwatch into regional investment
strategies:

o The degree to which the people writing the regional plans and investment
strategies understand and appreciate the value of Waterwatch.

o That the people writing the plans are, or are perceived to be, too busy,
therefore limiting opportunities for Waterwatch coordinators/supporters to
put up a case for the initiative.

o The degree to which there is support at State and national levels to ensure
Waterwatch is in the plans (see 3.9).
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o The degree to which coordinators are able/willing to engage with the process
(for various reasons which are discussed in 3.5.4)

Of course, there are some regions that do not rely as heavily on Australian
Government funding. For example, Streamwatch is funded by Sydney Water
levies and charges; a component of many South Australian regional programs are
funded by catchment board levies; and in Victoria a high proportion of the $2M
spent annually across all 11 regional programs comes from sponsorship. But
there was no suggestion from any of the focus group participants that
Waterwatch would survive without the financial support of the Australian
Government.

3.5.3 The Importance of Partnerships

The extent to which Waterwatch is recognised in the region, and therefore the
likelihood that it will be included in regional plans and investment strategies is
dependent on the past and present success of regional Waterwatch initiatives in
working in partnership with other groups and agencies. This maximises the
exposure of Waterwatch and the understanding of a broader range of people
about the program. Many of the partners of regional Waterwatch programs are
involved to varying degrees in the preparation of regional NRM plans and
strategies, or at least lobbying for various programs. If these people have had a
positive experience of Waterwatch, they are more likely to perceive it as
something that would make a valuable contribution.

The practice under the ‘traditional model’ of Waterwatch delivery of having
Waterwatch coordinators housed in other agencies has had a positive impact in
forming enduring partnerships. The following are just two of many examples:

I worked in the [State/Territory agency office] and sat next to the
rural and urban Landcare coordinators so they then got access to our
monitoring equipment and were able to supply the education kit and
monitoring gear to the Landcare groups so they were then involved.

Where once there was one person employed, now there's three - its
getting to be a bigger investment, much more of a community NRM
office - it seems fo be getting better..there's more support for what
I want to get done and initiate because I can pass the ball up a bit
and then they can pull it in with all the other connections, so its much
better in that way. As long as I can connect all those people up,
instead of them not thinking we exist.

Partnerships are also important as a ‘safety net’ — some focus group participants
felt that if things “got really tough”, there is enough goodwill for Waterwatch that
other groups seem to rally to fill voids. There are many examples around
Australia of partner agencies/groups stepping in to fill gaps in funding, even
under NHT1.

One of the other big advantages of forming partnerships in the delivery of
Waterwatch regionally and locally is that there are also opportunities for securing
sponsorship. Sponsorship from partner agencies and groups such as local
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government authorities, water authorities, industry, etc. reduces the reliance on
federal funding for Waterwatch at the regional level.

Focus group participants tended to think that regional delivery model would
result in a strengthening of regional partnerships. For example:

really in this change from NHT1 to NHT2 we haven't lost any
partnerships with regional partners, in fact we've gained some

Regional delivery will potentially bring more funding to regional programs
through sponsorship. There are two main reasons for this. Firstly, the current
period of insecurity in the transition to full regional delivery has meant that
regional Waterwatch coordinators have been more proactive in securing
sponsorship. Secondly, the push within regional delivery towards greater
integration will bring more groups/agencies together to deliver on plan priorities.

Focus group participants related various stories about the lessons they had learnt
through adversity in relation to funding challenges, sponsorships and
partnerships. The number of partners in Waterwatch at the regional level was
one of the keys to ensuring a sustainable funding stream, it is perceived. An
analysis of the reasons why Waterwatch might have survived in some regions
and not others by one State-agency person participating in the focus groups
found that...

..where [Waterwatch] survived there was at least three partners
supporting it. Where you had two partners, the moment one
withdraws the other one tends fo get out. ..that issue of co-
dependence has to be built over time.

In some States/Territories State Waterwatch support teams had been
encouraging local Waterwatch coordinators/groups to work with local
government, catchment boards, water authorities and various local agencies,
particularly before the end of NHT1. The changes to regional delivery were also
discussed at length at various Waterwatch Australia Steering Committee
meetings in 2000. However, it appears from the research undertaken for this
gap/needs analysis that the transition to regional delivery has not been as
smooth as it might have been.

With the introduction of new Regional NRM Authorities, there are concerns in
some areas about possibly having to rearrange hosting/proponent arrangements.
Implications for hosting arrangements will emerge once regional investment
plans have been completed. This is another area of insecurity for Waterwatch
within those regions where regional arrangements are still being finalised.

The other key area in relation to partnerships relates to the State- and national-
level partnerships. These are crucial in securing funding and for providing
support for things like water-quality monitoring technical support (including
QA/QC issues) and the provision of educational expertise (such as the various
partnerships with State education departments for the employment of teachers
to support the integration of Waterwatch into school curricula. These are
discussed in more detail in section 3.9 and 3.9.2.
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There were many comments within the focus groups by Coordinators implying
that they have not read, or seen, the detail of regional plans yet and so they
don’t know what the implications will be on their Waterwatch programs. Some of
this is because the regions are in the early stages of developing their plans and
so details are not yet available. The other, more worrying, possibility is that
coordinators have not been proactive in checking up on the extent to which
Waterwatch is in the regional plans. Some States/Territories seemed to be very
much sitting back and waiting, even clinging to the misconception that regional
delivery will not have much of an impact on them. Others are very proactive in
lobbying, reading draft plans, etc.

3.5.4 A Change in Skills Sets Required of Waterwatch Coordinators?

Under NHT1, or the ‘old model’ of delivery, Waterwatch coordinators were, to
varying degrees, employed principally to deliver Waterwatch activities to
communities. This is still seen as one of the strengths of Waterwatch; that there
was more emphasis on ‘doing’ and less on planning and administration.
Coordinators higher in the hierarchy, the regional and State coordinators,
normally handled the funding applications and program administration. Many
focus group participants commented that they wished other programs could
achieve such efficiency.

Coordinators at all levels in the ‘old’ hierarchy were involved in building
partnerships, but there was possibly less emphasis in many regions on involving
everyone in securing sponsorship. In some regions, particularly in Victoria, for
example, it was also in Waterwatch coordinator’s job descriptions to proactively
build partnerships and seek sponsorship.

Focus group participants conveyed a sense of a shift in the roles and
responsibilities of Waterwatch coordinators under the regional delivery model,
particularly in the short-term while the regional NRM investment planning
processes are under way. But also in the longer term, it was felt, there would
need to be more of an emphasis by Waterwatch coordinators to market
Waterwatch at the regional scale, build partnerships and secure funding. There
might also be a higher proportion of coordinator time spent on program
administration and reporting in the future, because of the regional structures.

The capacity of Waterwatch coordinators themselves to engage with the regional
investment planning process is a critical issue for the long-term survival of
Waterwatch at the regional level. Some State-level ‘coordinators’ lament the
inability of some of their colleagues to engage with the process and therefore
promote the values and potential of Waterwatch. The following four quotes from
focus group participants illustrate the kinds of perceptions held about the range
of issues surrounding the challenge of asking Waterwatch coordinators to engage
with the NRM planning processes:

Some of the facilitators have the skills and the ability to position
themselves, but some of ours that we've had, employed originally as
educators and project officers, they haven't had the skills and
haven't been able to take ... that support from local government..up to
the NRM boards...
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The clever ones [Waterwatch coordinators] re-position and
repackage themselves through all of this process.

I think it's a big ask o say you've got o be a great educationalist and
a master strategist at the same time...

But you're basically asking them to be entrepreneurs and I'm not
convinced that entrepreneurs are necessarily the best people [for
Waterwatch]...

One focus group participant related the story of a Waterwatch coordinator who,
in the face of a shortfall in NHT funding, successfully lobbied all the local
government authorities, but still felt that he/she, or the program, was not
successful because they hadn't attracted NHT money. This emphasis on securing
federal funds may be limiting the potential of Waterwatch to develop into a self-
sustaining initiative that is integrated with many regional NRM programs.

There were examples of focus group participants who have invested much of
their time in regional planning processes, for example:

I mean I'm looking at paperwork all the time, checking drafts of
investment plans and writing submissions and doing follow-up reports
and doing budgets and all this sort of thing over the last 12 months,
its just been busy as...

It is difficult to assess from the focus group participants the proportion of those
involved and those not involved in regional processes. There could be various
reasons for the variable involvement. The most common mentioned in the focus
groups was simply a lack of time:

I know that we see that as an important part of our role but we're all
each so busy trying to meet the on-ground needs everyday that it's
so hard to find time to do it, I know its probably just that little bit
more important to find the time to do it, but you just can't.

There was also a sense in a few regions that coordinators were ‘clinging on to
the past’, believing that they would still continue to receive federal funding even
if they did not really engage in the regional delivery process. A few individuals
seemed to have a poor understanding of the implications of the changes to
regional delivery on the funding of their programs.

The variable degree to which Waterwatch coordinators are involved in regional
planning processes raises an important point about some of the feedback that
was collected during this research in relation to the perceived lack of inclusion of
Waterwatch in some regional plans. Is this a real problem or is it one that is
perceived by coordinators because they are not fully conversed in, or involved in,
the regional planning process? It is likely that there is a mixture of factors at
play here:

o Some Waterwatch coordinators may not be engaging in regional planning
processes because they feel they can’t or don't see it as important.

o Waterwatch has been included (or not excluded) from regional investment
plans, but is ‘hidden” within other funding mechanisms and is therefore not
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immediately apparent to Waterwatch coordinators, who may or may not be
closely involved in the process and therefore have varying degrees of
understanding of the process and the detail.

So, in the short term, there is a need to increase the capacity of Waterwatch
staff to engage in the regional NRM planning process, and this is needed as a
matter of priority.

As outlined above, there are also some longer-term implications of regional
delivery on the roles and responsibilities of ‘Waterwatch’ coordinators.
Depending upon how Waterwatch is built into regional investments, there is the
likelihood that the whole nature of the delivery of Waterwatch, and therefore the
roles of ‘Waterwatch coordinators’ could change significantly. Whereas under
NHT1 and the interim arrangements, emphasis was given to employing
Waterwatch coordinators at various levels in the hierarchy, as the principal
delivery tool for Waterwatch. However, with funding delivered through regional
processes, there may be less money available for employing coordinators. But
regional delivery presents opportunities in this regard because it is designed to
provide a more integrated NRM approach. There is likely to be more focus on
seeking to support staff on a full-time basis by combining funds from various
programs. This presents opportunities to deliver Waterwatch as a component of
other programs, such as Landcare, Bushcare, etc. This would help overcome a
significant problem that was raised in many past reviews of various Waterwatch
programs and within the focus group sessions — the constant battle to secure
enough funding to provide coordinators with security of tenure. This problem of
the insecurity of funding, and the low level of funding, made attracting and
keeping staff difficult, as illustrated in the following comments from one focus
group participant:

It's quite difficult to expect professionals to stay in a part-time
position. A lot of people I worked with were fairly young and they had
to consider their career essentially and if a full-time position became
available then often they'd have to take it and that meant losing
another coordinator and consistency...

If this possibility of more ‘job-sharing” of coordinator-type roles across different
programs became common, and the traditional ‘Waterwatch coordinator’
positions, particularly at the ‘local’ scale, became a thing of the past, there are
significant implications for how Waterwatch is ‘badged’, marketed and packaged
for regional delivery. These are discussed in the next sections of this chapter.

3.5.5 Implications for National Support — Regional Delivery

Obviously, regional delivery is the key driver of many of the identified
gaps/needs identified through this review. There are implications, needs and
gaps discussed within all the other sub-sections of this chapter that relate to
regional delivery.

However, the key overarching implication for national support in relation to
regional delivery is facilitating the change to what will, eventually, be a better
framework for Waterwatch. Focus group participants lamented the lack of
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support at the national level so far in the changeover period, which has led to
some feelings of abandonment and of this review being “too little too late”. It is
therefore essential that there is effective communications from the national level
to the regional and local Waterwatch coordinators and proponents that
Waterwatch is still here and is still strong — and will become stronger. However,
the degree to which there is a need to support the process of transition to
regional delivery will vary from region to region as each is at a different stage in
their strategic and investment planning processes.

The other overarching implication of regional delivery is, as discussed previously,
the need for flexibility so that regions can shape Waterwatch to suit their needs.
This will mean that Waterwatch at the national level needs to be more proactive
in providing guidance and facilitation to regional Waterwatch ‘programs’, rather
than being reactive to problems that arise.

3.5.6 Summary — Regional Delivery

o The future of Waterwatch is dependent on it being included in
regional NRM investment strategies.

o To date, the process of getting Waterwatch included in regional
investment planning processes has been difficult in many
regions.

o There is an immediate need for communications from the
national support team to highlight that Waterwatch is still here,
is supported nationally by the Australian Government, and has
much to offer regional NRM authorities and communities.
Some more general communications are required across all
NHT and NAP regions, and some specific communications with
particular regions may be required to facilitate the inclusion of
Waterwatch within regional plans.

o There is a need for national support to secure a larger role for
Waterwatch within regional NRM delivery.

o There is a need for a flexible Waterwatch ’tool kit’ that highlights
Waterwatch methods, products and services. This kit should
enable regions to identify how they can shape Waterwatch to
their own needs whilst spelling out ‘minimum standards’ or
similar mechanisms to maintain the integrity of Waterwatch
products and services.
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3.6 Branding and Marketing Waterwatch

Waterwatch can be different things in different regions and so I
guess we need that flexibility within the framework so it can be that
but still have a focus. Because I guess...each region has a different
focus and T guess the question is at a national and State level, how do
you promote this program that is all things to all people.

The previous section came to the conclusion that the future of Waterwatch under
the ‘regional delivery model’ is dependent upon having Waterwatch included in
regional NRM plans and investment strategies. It is therefore paramount that
Waterwatch is ‘sold” to the people who are developing these plans. Selling
implies paying attention to the identity and branding of a product, and the
communication of that identity and brand to the selected audiences. Who takes
responsibility for marketing Waterwatch is a matter that is discussed in section
3.9 (3.9.2 in particular). This section focuses on the identity of Waterwatch and
the nature of its ‘brand’ now and in the future. The identification of appropriate
audiences for this marketing approach is discussed in section 3.7. A marketing
strategy for Waterwatch needs to be developed, and this will be informed by the
outcomes of this gap/needs analysis report.

3.6.1 Identity of Waterwatch
It's a selling point isn't it, that identity.

The identity of Waterwatch is intimately related to the perceived ‘purpose’ of the
initiative, which, as discussed in section 3.3 is quite variable. But beyond that
diversity of perceptions of its purpose, Waterwatch does seem to have its own
identity as a national initiative that appears to match fairly closely its goals and
mission. But what is “that identity” as quoted in the comment above?

There is no single, clear element or ‘thing’ that emerged from the focus groups
as summing up what the Waterwatch ‘identity’ is. Perhaps the most common
thread is that the Waterwatch identity stems from the fact that it was a national
program, and remains a national initiative. The following passage from a focus
group participant talking about what it is to be part of a Waterwatch initiative
hints at a ‘feel’ of the program and of there being a support network:

That naming thing's been quite successful - compared to any other
national programs that I've been involved in, I would suggest,
Waterwatch had the best national support and the best feel of a
national program, and a feeling of filtering of information from the
top so that the people on the ground had to deal with less crap. And
the national office were probably better than some other programs
at doing that, and providing good information to the State
facilitators, who then filtered it down to the local facilitators and
volunteers...

So the whole network of coordinators also form a key part of the ‘identify’ of
Waterwatch. This is also apparent in that in regions where the coordinators have
been around for a long time, Waterwatch is seen as ‘being’ those coordinators —
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the coordinators are Waterwatch. While the ‘old” Waterwatch Program model (a
hierarchy and network of coordinators) no longer exists in the funding
distribution sense, the network of Waterwatch coordinators can still exist under
regional delivery IF communications are facilitated between the network at the
national scale. This is a key role for national support, and is discussed in section
3.7.

Other focus group participants seem to highlight the identity of Waterwatch
emerging from the its goals and objectives, and the fact that these are relatively
consistent at all levels in the network:

Of the differences that there might be, they're probably quite small
- we're still talking about water and we're still talking about involving
about community and we're still talking about community education
about water and possibly a monitoring component, so people might
start taking on water conservation or water allocation but it still
comes down to the resource of water and how you look after it, so
you can still go with broader objectives from a national and State
perspective and bring everyone into it.

The commonalities between Waterwatch programs, even when they come under
different brand names, is also illustrated in the following passage as one of the
key things that defines the identity of Waterwatch.

And so going o the conference, searching for that commonality, it
didn't matter if you were Ribbons of Blue or Streamwatch or all of
these banners we come under, we came under one banner and had a
commonality and I was a little bit confused as to whether I found it
or not but I think that's got to be of value when you've got two things
happening in one State.

The identity of Waterwatch is complicated by the fact that there are few
‘Waterwatch Groups’ (i.e. incorporated groups) that specifically focus on
Waterwatch activities.

I think part of the issue is that some people use Waterwatch as an
activity, like Landcare groups might do Waterwatch but not call itself
a Waterwatch group, then you've got groups that call themselves
Waterwatch...

Most ‘groups’ that do Waterwatch activities are Landcare or other community
groups. There were many examples cited in the focus groups of a wide range of
community-based groups, particularly Landcare, that undertake Waterwatch
activities. Most focus group participants saw no reason why the Waterwatch
brand could not be added to the name of groups that do Waterwatch activities,
or any other activities for that matter. For example:

You could say something like 'Sixth Creek Catchment Group, part of
the Waterwatch network'...just like they're part of Weedbusters and
a whole lot of other things...

National Needs and Gaps Analysis of Community Engagement in Waterwatch — Full Report Page 52



LANDSCAPE § SOCIAL RESEARCH

Other focus group participants raised the problem of identity of Waterwatch if
there was a shift to more integrated delivery of NRM, where Waterwatch
activities might be delivered through other regional programs:

Identity, that's really important but then if we're all moving into
integrated, blended focuses then what is the point of the
Waterwatch identity?

3.6.2 What's in a