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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION WORKSHOP 

Updating the Natural Resource Management Strategy for 
the Northern Agricultural Region 

 

 Online 

Thursday, 24 September 2020 

 

REPORT 

 

Venue: via Zoom  
 

10h00 – 13h00 

This event was supported by NACC NRM through funding from the Australian 
Government National Landcare Program. 
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1.0 Agenda 
 

 
 

  

 AGENDA ITEM SPEAKER/FACILITATOR  

10:00 – 10:05 
Welcome & 
Acknowledgement of 
Country   

Kane Watson, Program Manager, NACC 
NRM 

10:05 – 10:20 
Introductions & 

Expectations   
Amanda Bourne, NARvis Project Officer, 
NACC NRM 

10:20 – 10:40 

Natural Resource 
Management in the 
Northern Agricultural 
Region  

Kane Watson, Program Manager, NACC 
NRM 

10:40 – 11:00 
Reflecting on NRM in the 
NAR 

All 

11:00 – 11:30 
Role of the regional NRM 
strategy 

All 

11:30 – 11:45 BREAK 

11:45 – 12:00 Draw a Pig All 

12:00 – 12:30 NRM Priorities for the NAR All 

12:30 – 12:45 
Review of the current 
NARvis 

All 

12:45 – 12:55 Feedback All 

12:55 – 13:00 Next steps Amanda Bourne 

13:00 -  Thanks & close Kane Watson 
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2.0 Open Meeting (10h00) 
 
 
Speaker:  Kane Watson 
Organisation: NACC NRM  
 
Mr Watson opened the meeting with an Acknowledgement of Country, paying respects to the 
Yamaji People who are the Traditional Owners and the original natural resource managers of 
the Geraldton area, the Noongar and Yamaji People who are the Traditional Owners and the 
original natural resource managers within the Northern Agricultural Region, and all the 
Aboriginal elders, past, present, and emerging, across Western Australia where participants 
dialled in from.  

 
2.1 Attendance and Apologies 

 
IN ATTENDANCE:  

    

 Nicole Batten, Yuna Farm Improvement Group  

Amanda Bourne, NACC NRM 

 Dr Carol Dowling, Badimia Barndi Barna Aboriginal Corporation 

Vin Fordham Lamont, Shire of Carnamah 

Kim Haywood, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development – 

Regional Biosecurity Groups  

Candy Hudson, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet – Regional Recovery 

North WA 

Jarna Kendle, NACC NRM 

Stuart McAlpine, Wide Open Agriculture, Farmbiosis, Regenerative Farmer 

Bianca McNeair, NACC NRM 

Miriam Stanborough, NACC NRM and Monadelphous Engineering 

Katrina Venticinque, Liebe Group 

Linda Vernon, Central Wheatbelt Biosecurity Association 

 Kane Watson, NACC NRM  

 

APOLOGIES:      

   

Shane Love MLA, Electorate Office Dongara 

Annabelle Garratt, NACC NRM 

   

2.2 Expectations 
 

Each participant shared what they were hoping to achieve from the day at the start of the 

meeting. Expectations covered contributions participants wanted to make, things they 

wanted to learn or gain, and outcomes we hoped to achieve together. Expectations included 

the opportunity to identify collaboration and networking opportunities, meet new potential 

partners, receive an update on regional NRM planning and implementation, input into the 

NRM strategy, identify common priorities, and gain an improved understanding of community 

needs and expectations for NRM.  

Expectations 

 Observe, see where I can assist 

 Input on agriculture’s fit with NRM – sustainable farming innovations 
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 Identify potential collaborations between grower groups and regional NRM 

 Passionate about collaboration – interested in finding ways to work together to 
create change and promote sustainability 

 Input into new objectives for the strategy from regional biosecurity perspective 

 Support synchronising activities across departments 

 See how the Commonwealth could be involved 

 Relay information from the ground up to Commonwealth 

 Networking 

 Interested in what will be included in the new NARvis 

 Curious to hear what will be mentioned 

 Make contact with others active in NRM 

 Hear about regional NRM priorities 

 Relate the strategy to agriculture priorities 

 Listen in 

 Interesting in representing sustainable agriculture 

 Find ways to address the population drain from regional areas through adding 
value in agriculture 

 Hear from community representatives about their priorities and the suitability of 
NARvis 

 Form better working relationships with NRM groups in the region around pest 
management 

 Hear more about the future direction of NARvis 

 Interested in NARvis 
 

 

2.3 Update on Natural Resource Management in the Northern 

Agricultural Region    
 
Speaker: Kane Watson 
Position:  Program & Operations Manager, NACC NRM 
 
Mr Watson provided an introduction to natural resource management (NRM) in the Northern 
Agricultural Region (NAR). The NAR covers approximately 7.5 million hectares in Western 
Australia, from Two Rocks to Kalbarri along the coast, three nautical miles to sea, and inland 
to Mullewa, Perenjori, and Kalannie. The region is sparsely populated and the primary land 
use is agriculture. There are a number of important conservation reserves in the region, 
including Kalbarri, Lesueur, and Beekeepers. Concerns for natural resource management in 
the region stem from a highly modified agricultural and mining landscape and extensive urban 
and suburban development, particularly along the coast. Regional NRM planning is a core 
responsibility of NRM organisations and is currently funded through the Regional Landcare 
Partnership Program. NACC NRM is the curator of the regional NRM plan for the NAR but the 
plan is intended to represent the interests and aspirations of the wider NRM community in the 
region.  

The current version of the NRM plan for the NAR, NARvis, is the culmination of several 
technical and consultation processes conducted over many years between 2005 and 2017. 
The updated NARvis must be aligned with the Regional Landcare Partnership Program 
Outcomes and the Western Australia NRM Framework 2018 Shared Priorities (Appendix 1).  
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Figure 1: Map of the Northern Agricultural Region, taken from the NARvis website www.narvis.com.au 

Mr Watson also provided an update on progress with the current NARvis revision. An online 
survey (report and executive summary document attached) was conducted, in which 101 
people from 65 different organisations and groups working in NRM in the region participated. 
Based on the survey results, there is a clear mandate to proceed with regional NRM planning 
and the engagement process will involve a series of local, regional, and online workshops and 
at least one more online survey.  

 

Figure 2: Spatial distribution of responses to the NARvis online survey 

 

http://www.narvis.com.au/
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4.0 Discussions     
 

4.1 Reflections on natural resource management in the Northern 
Agricultural Region 
 

What are we as an 
NRM community 
doing really well in 
terms of NRM in the 
NAR? 

Local people making local decisions about local problems  
Growth in regional practitioners working with community to 
deliver NRM  
Coordinating learning events  
Relationship between NACC & Grower Groups 
Collaboration opportunities 
Increased interest from the broader community in sustainable 
practices  
Aboriginal employment via Aboriginal Ranger programs  
Native Title determinations 
Working with communities for greater representation 
Bringing research and case study projects into the region 
Increased awareness of biodiversity loss 
Increasing involvement with local growers (through grower 
groups and individual relationships) to extend local NRM 
information 
NACC has ability to bring grower groups together and facilitate 
projects on a large scale 
Recognised link between environmental assets and people 
Acknowledging people that are making a contribution in the NRM 
and broader area 
 

What are we as an 
NRM community not 
doing so well in 
terms of NRM in the 
NAR? 

Identifying the priorities of Traditional Owners  
Not being bold in supporting innovative project/ case studies. Too 
conservative sometimes 
Sustainable funding and resource support 
Adaptation to climate change within traditional models of project 
delivery and funding 
Competition for funds and projects 
Continued threats to biodiversity loss 
Being able to amalgamate networks with similar issues 
Landholder engagement with a nil tenure approach 
Collaboration is improving but could be better 
Balance between NRM priorities and agriculture practices to 
encourage more involvement in the agriculture community 
Traditional knowledge and training integration 
Better communication between the NRM organisations and LGAs 
Addressing impacts of climate change on NRM 
Not being able to access funding for feasibility studies and/or 
business plans for sustainable organic farming initiatives 
Unclear role of LGAs in NRM  
Lack of LGA representation in NRM planning  
Funding mechanisms have changed 
Time constraints on project planning and project delivery 
Short-term funding  
Funding cycles are too short for real change or for monitoring 
impact 
Limited flexibility in what funds can be used for 
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Objectives can clash and this can inhibit collaboration 
Forming a collective vision can be challenging because 
biodiversity and agriculture goals may be in conflict 
 

How can we do 
better? 

Avoid being overly conservative – be willing to try new things, do 
things differently, experiment, and take risks 
Communicate more effectively across different stakeholder 
groups with different interests, values and priorities  
Acknowledge and address value conflicts with a focus on next 
steps and ways of working together despite different viewpoints 
and priorities 
Identify high level common ground and shared interests 
Often easier to work with like-minded people – need to push 
ourselves to work with those with different views and goals if we 
want to make a real difference 
Focus on collaboration, pooling of resources, and working 
together as the competitive funding environment tends to limit 
collaboration 
Explore different funding mechanisms e.g. NACC NRM fee-for-
service model allows for flexible funding for local projects that are 
not federal or state priorities; e.g. regional biosecurity groups 
receive match-funding from government to a contribution from 
landowners based on their recognised priorities and a declared 
pest rate 
Integrate Traditional Owner priorities into projects from the outset 
Co-design and co-management of projects with Traditional 
Owners 
Incorporating Aboriginal knowledge as science, for better land 
management  
Traditional Owner engagement must involve person-to-person 
contact – can’t Google Traditional Owner priorities 
Ranger programs and Healthy Country planning efforts are 
building platforms for Traditional Owners to identify, 
communicate, and act upon their conservation priorities 
Consider cultural, education, and conservation together 
Partnerships between Traditional Owner groups and 
conservancies provide exciting opportunities for on-ground 
collaboration 
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4.2 What should the role of the regional NRM strategy be? 
 

 
ROLE 

 Represent Traditional Owner priorities for NRM 

 Demonstrate support from local government 

 Highlight partnerships and opportunities to work together 

 Provide a strategy which all NRM stakeholders can input into and be part of 

 Be widely promoted and broadly representative 

 Provide streamlined information for partnerships, collaboration opportunities, and 
funding  

 Measure and report on progress to date 

 Include SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Time-bound) targets  

 Big picture vision 

 Provide clarity and purpose 

 Engage and stimulate discussion across broad themes 

 Amalgamate stakeholders – guidance on working together 

 Help increase collaboration and minimise competition between groups 

 Overarching document for region 

 Alignment of stakeholder priorities 

 Be accessible and not too technical 

 Inclusive 

 Explain how the themes fit together  

 Identify common ground 

 Say something about implementing the strategy – how will people be engaged 
(local – state) 

 Support policy development and advocacy for better land management 

 Facilitate partnerships and cross-cultural collaboration 

 Support systems that are economically viable and environmentally sound and 
socially acceptable 

 Support bold change and innovation 

 Support concrete action e.g. Ranger programs 

 Provide a voice for traditional knowledge and alternative ways of doing 

 Use plain language 

 Address climate change 

 Facilitate lessons sharing across cultural and regional boundaries 
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4.3 NRM priorities in the Northern Agricultural Region  
 

In this session, participants were asked to write their natural resource management priorities 

into the chat function and voted on the top priority clusters. Priorities mentioned by the 

participants included declared pests and weeds, cultural heritage places, measurable impacts, 

sustainable land use, soil health, restoring water cycles, improving the lot of threatened flora, 

fauna, and ecological communities, addressing the lack of access to country for Traditional 

Owner elders and knowledge keepers, and addressing biodiversity loss and the ways in which 

biodiversity loss impacts on the health and functioning of natural systems. Voting (for top three 

priorities) was based on categories determined during the three in-person sessions and 

indicated no clear preferences, suggesting that action across all categories is important. 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Participants chose their top three NRM priorities and results by number of votes per category showed no clear 
preferences across categories 
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4.4 Quick Review of NARvis https://www.narvis.com.au/ 
 

In this session, participants were given 5 minutes to quickly review the NARvis website on 
their own. They were then presented with three multiple choice polls to complete, identifying 
the 1) best and 2) worst things about NARvis in its current form, and identifying 3) what 
changes would improve the resource the most. Participants were only able to select one of 
the options presented for each poll. Multiple choice options were based on the five most 
common reviews of the NARvis platform provided during the three in-person workshops held 
earlier in September 2020. Each poll included an option to provide a different answer to one 
of the options provided by selecting “Something Else”. The results of each poll were discussed 
in plenary.  
 
Poll 1:  The best thing about the current NRM strategy on NARvis.com.au is: 
 
During the discussion, participants highlighted that they liked the way the site presents a lot of 
information relevant to the region in one central place, that the links to other department 
websites and organisations externally unites stakeholders and supports collaboration, and that 
the aspirational targets were good because they include and value targets for Aboriginal 
engagement in NRM and community engagement in NRM.  
 

 
 
Figure 4: Participants chose the one thing they liked best about NARvis 

 
 
 
 

https://www.narvis.com.au/
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Poll 2: The thing I dislike most about the current NRM strategy on NARvis.com.au is: 
 
During the discussion, participants explained that the website may appear too technical for 
some user groups as the drop down menus were difficult to use and bit confusing, and the site 
was too busy and too wordy. Participants felt that there was not enough information on 
invasive species management and that which was there was difficult to find and not particularly 
useful. The group also felt that it needs to be much clearer on the site what the resource is for.  
Although participants acknowledged that keeping a large and data-rich website up-to-date is 
a challenge, they felt that this was very important.  

 
 
Figure 5: Participants chose what they liked least about NARvis 

 
Poll 3: The thing that would improve the current NRM strategy on NARvis.com.au the 
most is: 
 
During the discussion, participants highlighted the importance of presenting a strong track 
record and evidence-based assessment of progress against the aspirational targets. 
Measurement should record incremental transformations and take a longer view. The strategy 
should also highlight that priorities are representative of the views of the region and 
demonstrate that it has the broad support of the NRM community.   
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Figure 5: Participants chose what they felt would improve NARvis the most 

Please see Appendix 2 for a photographic record of the complete discussion captured 
above. 

5.0 Feedback     
 

Things that worked well and were worthwhile or enjoyable about the online workshop 

- Engaging 

- Good diversity of interest groups represented 

- Well structured 

- Being a smaller group was good as everyone had a chance to speak 

- Breakout groups were good, these gave a chance for everyone to have a say with fewer 

people and less pressure 

 - Challenged to think differently 

 - Informative 

 - Interesting 
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 - The polls with discussion afterwards worked well 

 - Break out groups provided quality discussion time 

 - Didn’t get bored (as usually happens in online sessions) 

 - Format kept my interest 

 - Good opportunity to listen to other views 

 - Some new stakeholders and different points of view 

 - New and diverse people 

Things that worked less well at the online workshop 

- Time in the breakout rooms was too short 

- Kicked out of the breakout rooms too quickly (x2) 

- Limited Traditional Owner representation 

- Didn’t see all the poll results 

- Not enough briefing on the purpose of the meeting 

- Breakout room group composition could have been better – not all the same size, 

sometimes people from the same organisation in the breakout rooms 

Suggestions for future online community consultations  

- Share contacts so participants can follow up with each other 

- Provide more time in the breakout rooms 

- Swap breakout rooms around so that participants have the opportunity to talk to more 

different people in smaller groups 

- Circulate the agenda earlier 

- More briefing before the meeting 

- Keep online meetings even shorter if possible 

- Make sure that breakout room groups are an even size 

- Provide more detail on the purpose of the meeting in the invitation  

- Be good to hear from more Traditional Owners from different places around the region 

about their different priorities  
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Appendix 1: Regional Land Partnership Program Outcomes and 

Western Australia NRM Framework Shared Priorities 
 

RLP OUTCOMES 

Outcome 1: By 2023, there is restoration of, and reduction in threats to, the Ecological 

Character of Ramsar sites through the implementation of priority actions 

Outcome 2: By 2023, the trajectory of species targeted under the Threatened Species 

Strategy, and other EPBC Act listed priority species, is stabilised or improved 

Outcome 3: By 2023, threats to the Outstanding Universal Value of World Heritage 

Properties listed for natural heritage have been reduced through the implementation of 

priority actions 

Outcome 4: By 2023, the implementation of priority actions is leading to an improvement in 

the condition of EPBC Act listed Threatened Ecological Communities 

Outcome 5: By 2023, there is an increase in the awareness and adoption of land 

management practices that improve and protect the condition of soil, biodiversity and 

vegetation 

Outcome 6: By 2023, there is an increase in the capacity of agriculture systems to adapt to 

significant change in climate and market demands for information on provenance and 

sustainable production 

 

WA NRM Framework Shared Priorities 

Shared Priority 1: Sustainable management of land resources, with a focus on regenerative 

agriculture and soil biology and landscape management 

Shared Priority 2: Maintain and enhance water assets, including waterways, wetlands, and 

groundwater 

Shared Priority 3: Protect and enhance the marine and coastal environment 

Shared Priority 4: Conserve and recover biodiversity 

Shared Priority 5: Enhance skills, capacity, and engagement, with a focus on Aboriginal 

engagement in natural resource management activities 

Shared Priority 6: Deliver high quality planning that leads to effective action 
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Appendix 2: Photographic record of discussions 
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