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Disclaimer:  

The information and strategies contained within this Plan are drawn from focus groups, consultation 
and survey tools used with landholders and resource consumers from the Burnett 
Inland.  Recommendations within the Plan reflect the priories, preferences, opinions and explicit 
feedback of the participants.  

The recommendations are not directives or advice.   Any future implementation of the 
recommendations or any ideas or strategies within this Plan, and their outcome, will be the 
responsibility of BMRG, and/or any other organisation or individual who decides to adopt or adapt a 
recommendation.  Anyone desiring to apply these recommendations should consciously consider 
and review their applicability and currency.  BIEDO does not take responsibility for the interpretation 
or implementation of activities which may arise from the Implementation Plan.   

BIEDO intends to continue to examine capacity building priorities (knowledge and skills, and 
delivery and communication preferences); additional data will, in future, be made available on 
BIEDOôs website.   

BIEDO: (07) 4169 7856 or biedo@burnett.net.au 
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Abstract 
 

BMRG commissioned BIEDO to investigate gaps in information and knowledge that may affect 
the capacity of Inland landholders to recognise their needs vis-à-vis ñcreating stronger and 
more resilient community/iesò.  

This was done through ógrounded researchô (ground truthing); using surveys and focus groups 
to elicit both qualitative and quantitative data.  

 

Implementation Plan: An Overview  

The data collected through this process informs this Implementation Plan.  The Plan provides 
recommendations regarding the ñbest waysò to promote the socio-economic resilience of 
people living in the Burnett Inland.  Specifically, the process examined the level of awareness 
of Inlanders, and their priorities and preferences, in terms of what they believed were the most 
effective ways to build their resilience, viability, staying power and management capacity.     

The Plan focuses on social and economic factors, but also recognises the integral importance 
of environmental sustainability to both social and economic viability. The inclusion of 
environmental factors accurately reflects the participantsô own prioritisation of a healthy triple 
bottom line for holistic, enduring resilience within Inland communities or industries. 

Participant responses emphasised the Inlandersô concern for relevance and ownership. They 
wanted information relevant to their priorities; and ownership in how actions are delivered. For 
this reason, successful engagement depended upon a reasonable level of customisation. 
Content and delivery needed to suit client schedules, learning and communication styles, 
logistical limitations, and capacity priorities.   

Accordingly, the Implementation Plan summarises critical success factors re:  

1. Knowledge & skill priorities, i.e. areas of greatest need and highest interest that are 
considered, by the participants, to be of most use in enhancing their resilience, long 
term viability and socio-economic capacity.  

2. Delivery Priorities, i.e. the preferred means of implementing capacity building actions,  

3. Communication and Engagement Priorities, i.e. ways and means to ensure the highest 
possible participation, awareness and interest in capacity building options.  

 

Trend Analysis Summary: An Overview 

Typology of the Respondents:   

Respondents who participated in this research activity comprise a sound and indicative sample 
of the population profile of landholders and resource users in the Inland.  The majority are aged 
45-64, and are active in, or associated with, primary production (i.e. involved in a business or 
community that services the primary production sector).  Many are involved in a primary 
production enterprise and a town-based enterprise.  Regardless of gender, industry or age, 
most are owner/managers with considerable decision-making power re the consumption and 
management of resources. There is a nearly equal spread of men and women, with a slightly 
larger number of the former.  The majority are of Anglo-Saxon, English-speaking origin.  All are 
residents of the Inland; their businesses are based within the Inland, although the majority 
export their products and services out of the region.  
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Knowledge and Skill Priorities:  

Overall, participants tended to prioritise a). business topics and b). technical environmental 
management topics, including:  

a) financial and business management, marketing, technology (business applications), 
work/life balance and service and systems literacy,  

b) sustainable agriculture, sustainable energy, sustainable land use, living sustainably, 
finding a good balance, water, soil and weed management, sustainable business and 
adapting to climate change.  

Respondents clearly differentiated between what they needed to know (i.e. survive and thrive) 
to build their environmental and economic resilience, and what they wanted to know (i.e. were 
interested in).  It was also clear that respondents prioritised knowledge and skills that had direct 
relevance to the viability of their own enterprise or the health and wellbeing of the local area 
(environment or community).  In short, their priorities were local and immediate, rather than 
global and strategic.  

Community resilience and cohesion was recognised as important, and the majority of 
respondents ówalked the talkô through active volunteering on a regular or as-needs basis.  
However, capacity building relating to community was rated third in relation to capacity building 
focused on economic and environmental management.  Partnership building and networking 
were identified as ñessentialò community resilience topics. Problem solving and stress 
management were identified as ótopics of interestô with relevance for the long term resilience of 
individuals, enterprise units and families, as well as communities and industry sectors.  

Delivery, Communication and Engagement Priorities:  

Given the rural preference for relationship-based contact, it is not surprising that face-to-face 
interaction rated most highly as a means to communicate, engage networks, and share 
information. Rather surprisingly, e-communication modes such as email and e-newsletters 
rated as highly as face-to-face or network-based modes providing they came from a known and 
valued source.  The high rating of email and e-newsletters indicates significant change, over 
the last 10yrs, in how our rural populations, regardless of age or educational background, are 
communicating and distributing knowledge and information.  

In both delivery and communication, participants preferred the passive mode, i.e. where 
representatives from provider agencies came to their meetings and events, and where emails 
and newsletters were sent to them.  Active modes consistently rated less highly, i.e. they did 
not want to ógo huntingô on a website or have to go to a public meeting or consultation forum 
outside their usual schedules and networks.    

The exceptions to this were practical, short, sharp, technical workshops (e.g. 3-4hrs) and field 
days where they were assured of receiving focused, relevant data or skills development; and 
where there were opportunities for networking.  

 

Access Priorities:  

Investigation of factors that motivate or inhibit participants from becoming involved in 
information sharing, learning, networking and other forms of capacity building included;  

¶ cost,  

¶ distance,  

¶ timing and competing commitments, and  

¶ the availability of support factors such as childcare.  
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Most respondents indicated that a cost of up to $50 was acceptable for a workshop or field day 
on a desired and valued topic.  In keeping with anecdotal feedback to date, respondents were 
less likely to value ófreebiesô; and were deterred by costs higher than $50 unless it was a high 
priority topic or a known and valued presenter.  

Distance was not a major impediment to participation for respondents based in the western 
communities, providing the drive time was under one hour and the activity was something they 
valued. Eastern residents preferred drive times under 30 minutes.  Overall, respondents 
preferred drive time under 20 minutes.  

Respondents were less likely to participate in capacity building activities when óin the gripô of 
seasonal events such as end-of-financial-year, harvest, busy production times, BAS times, etc.  

Lack of childcare and lack of staff were not considered to be barriers, primarily due to the 
nature of the participant families and businesses, e.g. most of the respondents had older 
children or were empty nesters and most of the businesses were primary production 
enterprises which do not have a daily óopen hoursô imperative.  Nonetheless, the majority of 
respondents preferred that capacity building activities were held during business hours on 
week-days, as nights and weekends were ófamily timesô and ófor recreation and sportô.  In many 
cases, parents were taking older children to sporting events on weekends.  
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Summary of Recommendations:  

Key Messages for an Implementation Plan for Resilience Building in the Inland  

The key messages from this research activity are that landholders in the Inland are more likely 
to participate in capacity building (information and knowledge transfer, and skills development) 
that builds their social, economic and management resilience and viability, when it is:  

1. client focused, i.e. focused on practical information and skills that the client can apply to 
their own families, enterprises, organisations and communities, to enhance their 
economic and environmental resilience and the wellbeing of their social, familial and 
communal units.  

2. directly relevant to their own bottomline and the wellbeing of their local environment and 
local community, as opposed to more global, theoretical or generalist content. 

3. offered in ways that are consistent with the clientsô values, priorities, needs and 
interests; (predictably, the greater the alignment of resilience building actions with the 
clientôs priorities, the greater the engagement).  

4. important because it fulfils a need or a ówantô.  There needs to be clear benefits that the 
client can see / experience and value.  

5. modelled by the provider agency, i.e. the providers need to demonstrably ñwalk it like 
they talk itò for their messages and services to be credible and attractive.  

6. innovative 

7. preceded by 3-6mths investment in relationship and awareness-building (between the 
client and the provider) so that there is credibility and is mutual understanding of óhow 
the other worksô and ówhat each can do for the otherô.  

8. easy to be involved.  Communication and delivery modes need to be customised for 
different client sectors, so that the messages are easily accessed and clearly 
understood; and participation is simple and adds value (i.e. is pleasant, informative, 
useful, relaxing, etc).  

9. delivered directly to them via email or e-newsletters and/or via representatives coming 
to their peak industry, enviro or community groups (in which they are already engaged; 
as opposed to an agency initiating a new meeting).  The information or action needs to 
come from or via sources they have some connection with, value and find credible.  

10. delivered in way that are easy, comfortable, well managed and fun. Actions also need to 
be relevant and practical, e.g. via short, sharp, focused field days and workshops on 
topics they consider to be priorities.  Activities that facilitate social and business 
networking as part of the process are preferred. Delivery needs to accommodate client 
preferences re: knowledge/skills, learning styles, etc 

11. mindful of competing priorities, such as harvest, end-of-financial year, family, etc 

12. customised to ówork with the grainô, i.e. to work with preferences pertaining to distance, 
cost, learning styles, language, literacy, and competing schedules or priorities.  
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The Intent: Building Resilience 

Clarifying priorities for implementation of resilience building; and ñbest waysò to 

progress action:  

In this Implementation Plan, ñinformation and knowledge required to enhance social, economic 
and resource managementò are termed capacity priorities. Participants in this process identified 
capacity priorities through survey tools and focus groups.   

In addition to clarifying capacity priorities, the surveys and discussion groups also enabled 
participants to identify the ñbest waysò to promote communication and engagement that would 
draw landholders into capacity building actions.  

Participants rated preferred actions that would best enable them to build socio-economic 
resilience.     

By inviting participants to order their priorities, the data clarified highest and lowest 
knowledge/skill priorities; as well as ñthe best wayò the actions could be implemented (vis-à-vis 
the least effective methods).   

The responses of the participants are summarised in this Implementation Plan, and inform the 
Key Recommendations of the Plan.  

Feedback from participants, re: the findings have also been included in the Plan.  

 

Additional Outcomes: Enhanced Leadership and Networks  

The Project also required that ñcreating and maintaining networks and leadership opportunities 
were key objectivesò and ñwill be emphasised throughout project deliveryò.  These outcomes 
were developed through the focus groups, information sharing networks, participant interaction, 
and additional projects and action opportunities that emerged from the Project.  Each of these 
activities was designed to further the aims of this Project, i.e. ñincrease the capacity and 
resilience of the participating rural communitiesò.  
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The Scope: 

Detailed information on the Scope and Methodology is provided in the Appendices.  The 
Appendices offer summaries of the findings in graphical and textual form.   

The Questions: 

To clarify what are the primary needs re: creating a resilient Inland; and how best to implement 
actions that promote social and economic resilience, the Burnett Inland Capacity Analysis 
tested four primary questions:  

1. What are the capacity priorities of landholders and resource managers in the Burnett 
Inland, i.e. what do they want to know; and what skills do they want, which will enable 
them to enhance their socio-economic and sustainability management capacity?  

2. How do target groups prefer to be involved i.e. what actions and what delivery methods 
can best ensure client groups are aware, involved, and adopt/apply their knowledge and 
skills in future?  

3. How do target groups prefer to communicate and be engaged (re capability building 
options), i.e. what are the best ways to let target groups know whatôs happening, re ï 
actions focused on enhancing capacity priorities; and what are the best ways to 
communicate with the target groups to get them involved in the action?  

4. What factors may affect their uptake of capacity building actions, i.e. what are the 
barriers or motivators that may affect successful engagement of participants in the 
actions?  

Capacity priorities included topics specifically related to socio-economic resilience, such as 
business management and community wellbeing.  However, the research tools also included 
topics pertaining to sustainability management, i.e. resource management that is related to the 
long term sustainability and viability of enterprises and communities.   Climate change 
management was, for example, listed as a possible topic of interest.  

The questions explored the what, how and why of capacity building from the perspective of the 
target groups, i.e. the analysis tools gathered their opinions, beliefs, estimations and current 
practices and preferences.   

The respondents were asked to comment on their priorities in capacity building in terms of what 
kinds of skills/knowledge they believed they needed to enable them to contribute more and/or 
more effectively to the resilience and health of their environment, their business and their 
community. 

 

The Location: 

The research project and resultant Implementation Plan focuses on the Burnett Inland.    
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The Participants: 

The Plan has been informed by 154 survey responses, and 184 participants in 12 focus groups 
within the Inland. A full list of the focus groups is available in the Appendices: Methodology.  

Participants were drawn from diverse Inland communities, industries and demographic groups 
according to a ósample guideô to ensure the results were indicative of different locations, 
industries and demographic sectors.   

The Project prioritised Inlanders who are landholders, land users, or significant resource 
consumers / managers.  Accordingly, primary producers (from diverse production sectors) were 
key targets. However, the views and priorities of people involved in secondary and tertiary 
industry such as feedlots, agri-businesses, trades, processing or value-adding mills, hobby 
farms or lifestyle acreage, light manufacturers, and retail, etc were also sought. Many are 
involved in both primary production and a town-based enterprise, which is consistent with 
business trends in this region. 

Participants are primarily 45-65, although responses from adults 25-75 were sought. This is 
consistent with the age profile of this region.  

There is a nearly equal participation rate by men and women; which is also consistent with the 
profile of business owner/operators, community activism and enviro-group participation in this 
region.  

The majority are English-speaking and of Anglo-Saxon origin.  

All are residents of the Inland and their businesses are based within the Inland; although the 
majority export their products and services out of the region.  Regardless of gender, industry or 
age, the majority are owner / operators with considerable decision-making power re the 
management and consumption of resources within their enterprises.  

Slightly more than half are active in community voluntarism and leadership; where they also 
have considerable say in the distribution and disposal of communal resources, ranging from 
peopleôs time, energy and skills (social capital) to finances to physical and natural assets (such 
as buildings, water, energy, waste, etc). 

Participant variables can be cross referenced with the capacity priorities (knowledge/ skills) to 
generate detailed assessment of preferences per target participant sector, e.g. what are the 
action priorities for a specific age category or an industry type or a sub-catchment.  

Participant variables include:  

o gender,  

o age categories,  

o location (postcode categories),  

o industry sector, 

o profession and role within the profession, e.g. manager of a grazing property, parent,  

o community role or activities, e.g. as a volunteer, and   

o limited data was gathered on the basis of ethnicity, e.g. indigenous or non-indigenous. 

Some of this data has been provided in graphs and text in the Appendices.  From the current 
data files, it is possible to examine further target group preferences, should they be required.  
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The Partners: 

Reference Group:  

BIEDO established a Reference Group to ensure the Project involved a sound sample of 
participants who could accurately represent diverse opinions, experiences and preferences 
throughout the Inland. The Reference Group included formal leaders, industry or community 
champions, people at the nucleus of key networks and knowledge specialists.  

Advisory Group:  

BIEDO also established an Advisory Group, including representatives from BMRG, and enviro-
groups such as South East Burnett Landcare, BCCA and Landcare groups in the North Burnett.  
Business Groups such as Rotary, and sectoral interest groups such as Qld Rural Womenôs 
Network, were also included. The Advisory Group supported the Project by raising awareness 
and interest in participation, allowing their meetings to be used as focus group forums, 
providing recommendations for the Reference Group, helping to distribute and return surveys, 
and providing advice on sectors that may have been at risk of under-representation.  

Champions Network: 

The BIEDO researcher consulted key leaders and champions from local government, industry, 
enviro-groups, and community (including Indigenous Communities) and sought their feedback 
on the wording, terms, response options, suggested questions, etc prior to the survey 
distribution and focus groups.  

The óAdditional Outcomesô projects also led to the creation of a region-wide óyoung producersô 
network of Change Champions, who had elected to participate in targeted capacity building, 
and to share their learningôs with their enterprises and peer networks in industry, enviro-groups 
and communities.  

Indigenous Womenôs Network:  

Key partners in this leadership project include Silver Lining Iron Bark Ridge, the Indigenous 
Knowledge Centre at Cherbourg, womenôs networks at Cherbourg and in Eidsvold, Eidsvold 
State School, Cherbourg State School and Cherbourg Aboriginal Council.  The Ration Shed will 
become a partner in the project in 2011.  
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Key Recommendations of the Plan: 

Capacity Priorities: Knowledge and Skills 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Respondents differentiated between things they needed to know (i.e. to survive 
and thrive), as opposed to things they wanted to know (i.e. were interested in).   
 
Their priorities were clear and directly linked to their sense of what they needed 
for resilience, as opposed to what might contribute to resilience but was not 
essential.   

First Choice: Economic Resilience Priorities:  

Nearly every business capacity area rated highly, e.g. clients consistently 
prioritised literacy pertaining to financial & business management, technology, 

marketing, work/life systems, 
and service-access-know-how.  
This consistency was 
confirmed in the focus groups.  
Service and systems literacy 
tended to be listed 
as ôinterestingô rather than 
essential. HR management 
was the lowest priority, which 
is consistent with the 
predominance of family or 
spouse-partner enterprises in 
the Inland, (i.e. no  

Recommendation One:  

Key messages, communication modes and delivery options need 
to be client focused.  

While every service provider must meet their core service 
objectives and process preferences, they also need to accurately 
know and target the capacity priorities expressed by the client.  

This means knowledge and skills that are relevant, and directly 
applicable to the clientsô families, enterprises, organisations, 
communities and industries 

Paradoxically, providers also need to know when and how to 
initiate capacity building in areas that clientsô may NOT flag as 
priorities.  

 

When a client does not prioritise a capacity 
area, yet there appears to be a capacity shortfall 
in a locale or industry, the provider must 
consider possible causes for the gap. Providers 
can choose whether to ignore or address the 
shortfall according to its importance to 
ÒÅÓÉÌÉÅÎÃÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓȢ )Æ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒÓȭ ÃÈÏÏÓÅ ÔÈÅ 
latter, effort must be put into creating 
awareness of the relevance & benefits of this 
capacity area, to generate future engagement.  
0ÅÏÐÌÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȭ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ Á ÓÈÏÒÔÆÁÌÌ 
category wiÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ )ÎÌÁÎÄȟ ÄÅÓÐÉÔÅ ÌÏ× ȬÎÅÅÄ ÏÒ 
×ÁÎÔȭ ÒÁÔÉÎÇÓ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȢ   
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employees). It is also consistent with the dominant enterprise culture.  
Traditionally, this culture emphasises production, finances and technical 
systems, as the drivers for action to achieve business success.  People 
management tends to be downgraded, overlooked or managed on an incidental, 
un-systematic basis.  

Overall, it is clear that the majority of participants were aware of the need for 
enhanced business literacy and management skills to protect and promote their 
economic resilience.   Their preferences for action (how to achieve and promote 
economic resilience) tended to be consistent, clear and focused.  

 

Second Choice: Resource / Environmental Resilience Priorities:  

After discussions with the [then] BMRG liaison officer, and the Reference 
Groups, Advisory Group and Champions, the importance of including resource / 
environmental resilience priorities was clear.  

Consultation clearly showed that the participant population perceives social, 
economic and environmental factors to be integral, and equally important, to 
overall resilience (including socio-economic resilience).  The following quote 
sums up this position:  

ñYou canôt have a healthy community without a healthy 
economy; and you canôt have either without a healthy 
environmentò.    

Long term environmental sustainability was perceived to underpin the long term 
viability of all enterprises (primary, secondary and tertiary) and all communities.  

ñWe are all reliant on clean air, water, soil.  We all 
need energy.  We all rely on bio diversityò.   

Unsurprisingly, Sustainable Energy, Living Sustainably, Sustainable Agriculture, 
Sustainable Land Use, Finding a Good Balance (environment and economics), 
Water Conservation, Sustainable Business, Soil Management and Managing 
Weeds were óNeed to Knowô topics.  

Protection of Native Species, Vegetation Management, Bio Diversity, Adapting 
to Climate Change and Sustainable Communities rated highly as óWant to Knowô 
topics of interest. Sustainable Communities and Sustainable Businesses / Farms 
/ Properties were also listed as topics of interest.  

Managing Pests, Fire Management and Peak Oil did not rate as highly as topics 
of immediate local interest. Nonetheless, they did receive significant ratings as  

ñAwareness has increased, over the last 5 years that we are 
experiencing climate events that we cannot explain in the 
óusual cycles of seasonsô. It is logical that fossil fuels are a 
diminishing resource.  But in any case, it is an increasingly 
expensive one.  We need alternatives for the security of our 
communities and our businesses, in terms of reducing costs, 
as we do for any global environmental reasonsò.  
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Third Choice: Social Resilience Priorities:  

Just over half the participants prioritised community cohesion and vibrancy as 
essential to social resilience; with a third being ñpassionateò.  Just under half 
indicated some level of interest, i.e. social capital and community vibrancy was 
ñinterestingò but varied in perceptions of its essentiality or centrality to social 
resilience.  Only 1% said community and social resilience were not priorities.   

Overall, participants were engaged in the idea of community as central to social 
resilience and most acted in accordance with this belief to some degree.   

However, the overall rating given to social capacity building options was 
significantly lower than that given to the economic and environmental options.  
There was considerable divergence of opinion in how to promote social 
resilience.  Actions that built capacity in Partnership Development and 
Networking emerged as the most highly rated areas of need.  Stress 
Management and Problem Solving rated next highly as ótopics of interestô.  
Leadership skills / knowledge were consistently listed as the óleast interesting or 
neededô area for action.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Burnett Inland resilience priorities raise interesting questions about culture, 
values and behaviours.  These questions are integral to the successful 
implementation of change management actions ï particularly where those 
actions address social resilience and capacity.  

Further examination of awareness of, and attitudes to, social change and social 
management strategies and systems is needed.  It is an important area of 
investigation, partly because we donôt really know what people think and know 
(as opposed to what they say and do); and partly because social resilience in the 
Inland is in decline.  This is manifest in various ways, from declining voluntarism 
to inadequate social capital in groups and networks, resulting in poor project  

A Burnett Inland Conundrum 

The participants overwhelmingly prioritised actions that contributed to their 
economic and environmental capacity and resilience, rather than community, 
personal or social.  

This poses providers with an interesting question.  Why?   

$Ï ×Å ÁÓÓÕÍÅ ÔÈÁÔ )ÎÌÁÎÄÅÒÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÎÅÅÄ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 
capital and resilience?  Or, do we assume that they do need assistance, but 
may not be a). aware of this need, or b). value these knowledge / skills sets as 
equally relevant to their long term resilience and vigour, or c). willing to 
engage in discussion or disclose their personal opinions, given the 
ȬÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙ ÆÒÁÕÇÈÔȭ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÒÅÓÉÌÉÅÎÃÅȩ  If we assume the latter, how 
do we motivate and engage Inlanders in social capacity building; given that 
×Å ÁÒÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ȰÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÁÉÎȱȟ ÉȢÅȢ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ 
interests?   
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management and group succession.  However, far more worrying is the extreme 
rate of severe depression and suicide through the region.  
 
A Major Challenge to Long Term Social Resilience:  

Despite nearly all respondents being involved in practical voluntarism that 
contributes in some way to social capital, overall interest in investment in social 
resilience was significantly lower than in actions addressing economic prosperity 
or environmental sustainability.   

This may be in keeping with a long-term culture of ñjust get on with itò (rather 
than nurturance or management of human assets).  

In the last 2yrs the importance of nurturing volunteers and owner/operators has 
begun to emerge in some groups; but is not yet widely shared or consistently 
supported in terms of what, if anything, should be done, and how.  It is 
evidenced only by a gradual increase in the number of groups and businesses 
who have expressed interest in stress management techniques; and rising 
concern over suicide and depression rates.1   

Awareness and changes to attitudes and practices may be inhibited by punitive 
values and commentary, (e.g. ñItôs selfish to put self before serviceò or ñIôve 
worked hard for 50yrs; I donôt see why they canôt [work as hard as me]ò).  
Despite widespread concern over declining communalism and vigour, there is a 
continuing tendency among leaders and opinion-makers to ñflog the dead horseò 
by resisting real change to entrenched social practices and beliefs. This is 
reflected in rejection, or limited championship of more diverse attitudes, or 
strategies that might promote a more resilient and sustainable social system.  
Discussions of social resilience at a community or regional level, if any, tend to 
focus on what service agencies should do to rescue/support communities rather 
than innovations or actions that communities can take for themselves. This may 
in part reflect the extreme endemic fatigue among long-stressed communities 
and industries, and/or a pervasive dependency culture that (paradoxically) co-
exists with a culture of independence and innovation.  

Responses in the Resilience Strategy which summarises an inclusive and in-
depth examination of community and agency perceptions of ówhat the North 
Burnett requires to secure resilienceô (see the Companion Report) tend to 
highlight communal priorities for infrastructure, services and resources that will 
órescueô and reinstate an earlier and more prosperous status quo.  Interest in 
looking within for skills and strategies that can protect and manage human 
assets (volunteers, providers, owners, employees, graduates, etc) within the 
existing (or future) socio-economic context is limited.   

 
A Possible Solution 

The challenge, in terms of an Implementation Plan, is what, if anything, can 
prompt widespread, in-depth cultural change (other than time itself).   

                                                 
1
 Nb: Suicide rates in the Inland are among the highest in Australia ïper capita; at nearly 1 per every 

1300 people per annum. 
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Workshops and discussion forums can be held.  However, extensive precedence 
confirms that change management events (such as community or group 
planning days) may encourage considerable discussion (and wish lists) but 
rarely lead to actual, sustained attitudinal or behavioural change.    

Perhaps the wisest advice on this topic is provided by an English Bishop from an 
earlier age, which can be paraphrased as:  

ñChange starts with the individual, not the groupò.  

Or to put it another way 

ñI thought I could change the world, but realised I 
had to start with myselfò.  

An Implementation Plan, therefore, perhaps needs to invest in in-depth change 
management programmes focused on individual growth as a precursor to 
communal growth.  Programmes that have had demonstrable success in this 
area include the former DPIôs Building Rural Leaders programme. This 6wk 
programme (1wk sessions paced over 12mths) encouraged individuals to 
examine and ultimately change their own attitudes and practice in their personal 
lives, enterprises and communities.  The programme offered many successful 
instances of individuals who óreturnedô as óchange championsô to their industry 
sectors and communities with powerful effect.  The outcomes of this kind of 
programme, (and the lack of any noteworthy, sustained outcomes through the 
majority of community planning forums or similar mass-based events) 
demonstrate the need for a re-instatement of some form of ódeep changeô 
programme.  
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Communication, Engagement and Delivery Priorities:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interest in actions that build social, economic or environmental resilience 
increased where those actions had immediate relevance (personal or 
professional). Interest tended to diminish with the perceived ódistanceô of the 
content or outcomes, e.g. interest in climate change or business management 
strategies was: 

¶ highest when it related directly to enterprise or community;  

¶ high when it related to local conditions and priorities, i.e. within the 
community, industry and / or catchment,  

¶ medium when it related to regional issues, i.e. North or South Burnett,  

¶ lowest when it related to extra-regional, state, national or global issues 
that were not connected to the local area or even the Inland.   

A classic example is the perception of business workshops where the content is 
clearly based on urban models, situations and values.  Such workshops tend to 
attract lower participation numbers, and the feedback of participants consistently 
downgrades the value of the workshops and highlights the preference for 
ñrelevantò content and examples.  

 

 

Recommendation Two:  

Actions that have a local focus and/or local relevance will have 
higher participation.  Where possible, actions should either a). 
contain content or activities that are local and/or b). clarify and 
emphasise the linkage between wider issues and local applications.  
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While providers have core objectives, and may desire to focus on specific 
milestones and outcomes, it is necessary to get óin syncô with the clients if you 
want to get clients óon boardô with the actions.  

Providers can opt to ñshift the client a littleò through preliminary óchange 
managementô strategies, such as relationship-building, demonstration of benefits, 
marketing of key themes and values, adoption of champions, etc.  

Alternatively, they can óshift themselvesô a little, to ensure their messages and 
activities sync with the clientsô current position ï on the tacit understanding that 
ongoing change-actions will help both parties to meet in the middle, i.e. with 
some common values and objectives and a shared commitment to action.  

The key is to identify the ówin-winô.   

óWin-winô methods may be static: or they can change in response to external 
events, or the provider (or clients) may choose to actively promote this change.  

Investment of time and resources in win-win through ósyncingô is well worth it. It 
yields: greater participation, adoption of desired practices, improved provider-
client relations, fewer resources required for subsequent promotion and 
engagement, and reduced losses associated with ineffective uptake. 

It is, of course, important for providersô to maintain their own values and meet 
their own needs.  They also need to look after stakeholders / investor timelines 
or outcomes.  Further, it is unfeasible to sync totally with every client sector!   

While acknowledging realistic boundaries, the key points are:  

¶ knowing and respecting client values, i.e. where they are coming from,  

¶ working with those values where possible, to achieve shared objectives 
and actions in the most efficient, pleasant way, and 

¶ the degree of alignment, i.e. getting the balance right between the 
objectives of the provider and the priorities of the client.  

If the key messages and actions are looked at from the clientsô perspective, it 
can make a dramatic difference to what we say and do, and how we say and do 
it.   

This, in turn, can make a dramatic difference to our clientôs interest in what we 
have to offer! 

Recommendation Three:  

It is imperative to factor the existing values of the client base into 
any actions focused on change or behavioural management.  

This enables the provider to ówork with the grainô, i.e. in sync 
with the clientôs own motivations, beliefs and priorities. 

Identifying a way to work with the values base must occur prior 
to any promotion or delivery.  

Working ósmartô is always easier and more efficient, than working 
hard! 
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Non-negotiables aside, people make time for things that are important to them! 

A provider needs to work out how to be really important! 

What constitutes óimportantô will vary according to values, perceptions and 
interests throughout the client base.  Nonetheless, there will be some constants, 
i.e. some things that the majority of clients want and need.  There will also be 
some capacity, on the part of the provider, to customise for different needs and 
interests.  For example, all clients might want knowledge or skills that improve 
their prosperity (the constant).  However, some clients may like to get an e-
newletter and others might want a field day or a dinner with a guest speaker (the 
variations).  In response, a provider can circulate an e-newsletter, provide 
information on the website, and offer an annual schedule of events.  

All clients (all people) have things they need and want that they canôt get for 
themselves.  This very important truism is the key to relevance.   It is clear, from 
the participant responses, that they need and want certain knowledge and skills, 
and they would prefer it delivered in certain ways.   Their problem to date, is that 
they havenôt been able to get it.  

What an opportunity!  A switched-on provider can BE the solution by 
targeting their communication and delivery strategies to the explicit 
capacity priorities! 

Too often providers offer messages and services that are óprovider-centricô, i.e. 
based solely on provider objectives, values, schedules, and delivery preferences.  
We expect clients to ócome on boardô because we can see the value in what we 
are doing.  But can they?  

If the key messages and actions are in sync with the client values and priorities, 
the client will motivate themselves to ócome on boardô2.  

Engagement is essentially a marketing issue.  What makes a certain group of 
people óbuy inô?  Whatôs in it for them?  Why should they prioritise your activity 
over their own?  Why should they commit resources (time, energy, dollars) when 
they could expend those elsewhere?   

Asking these questions before developing promos or actions can make a 
fundamental difference in engagement and uptake! 

                                                 
2
 Matrixed data examples (Appendices) showing capacity priorities by age, gender, location, industry and 

profession-role can help providers to refine their approach, i.e. by providing a specific solution to a 
specific need or interest. 
 

Recommendation Four: 

Whatôs in it for the client? 

Do you fulfil a need, or a want?  
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Resilience change agents needs to lead by example; practising resilience 
strategies in their own workplace systems, people management, volunteer and 
partner management, meeting and event facilitation and project delivery.  
Providers need to ensure consistency between their messages, values, 
deliverables and behaviours.  Consistency is the foundation of credibility; 
credibility is one of the lynchpins of successful client engagement.   

Providers tend to want, and even expect, their clients to change. But sometimes, 
we need to BE the change we want to inspire.  Sometimes, we need to look 
within, and perhaps initiate some internal changes (!) so that we ñwalk it like we 
talk itò.   This means more than just lip-service, or a great mission statement.  
Clients look at what we do, rather than what we say. Accordingly, it is imperative 
that all óprovider-peopleô (from field officers to board members) reflect the same 
consistent values, messages and behaviours.  Most people sincerely intend to; 
any shortfall may be due to lack of experience or capacity. For this reason, if a 
provider aims to facilitate change management in attitudes and behaviours, 
decision-makers, and the investors, and the ground officers organising a field 
day or meeting, and the people creating the promotional material, need to 
understand how change works, and how change works in a specific context, or 
with a specific client sector.    

Capacity building for provider personnel (re óknowing your clientô and knowing 
how to implement a relevant change management process) is an essential 
strategy within any successful Implementation Plan.  

It is important to note that many Inland participants have been involved in group 
facilitation, event management, leadership development, and the like, for more 
than 20yrs.  They have amassed an impressive body of knowledge and 
experience.  It is not surprising, therefore, that they may be unimpressed by 
callow, inexperienced, condescending, uninformed, or poorly organised 
personnel, no matter how enthusiastic or sincere.  Your personnel are your ófaceô; 
you are judged by how they ócome acrossô.  It takes less than 30seconds to 
create an indelible impression; and what they do (manner, tone, style, capacity, 
knowledge base) will have far more impact than what they say.  

Recommendation Five: 

Be the change you want to inspire  

Walk it like we talk it! 

Are you part of the problem or part of the solution?  

 

 

During an induction for personnel volunteering to participate in national 
change mgt programme for non-profits, the facilitator [over] emphasised 
how grateful the clients would be to have such expert mentors.  The young 
people were indeed expert; in corporate law or finances.  However, as was 
painfully apparent during their face-to-face interactions with clients, they 
had minimal knowledge of what made the clients tick, what their actual 
needs were, and how best to work with them to get the desired outcomes.  
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Resilience is equal parts inspiration and grind. It needs actions which inspire, 
inform and engage, as well as those that focus on practical capacity building.   
To find the óbuttons to pressô to achieve inspiration, it can be helpful to draw on 
communication-personality typologies, marketing techniques, and/or sound 
knowledge of client sectors. For example, we need to consider what would 
inspire mature, indigenous women as opposed to young, white, male graziers. 
Inspiration isnôt a once-off.  Processes which rely on a single visit from a renewal 
guru inspire for a few months; but the glow fades.  To maintain inspiration, 
change agents need to take a leaf out of Martin Luther Kingôs book.  They need 
to make a conscious decision, in the full knowledge of what it will entail to:  

ñBe part of the problem or part of the solutionò. 

Resilience building requires leaders, drivers, influencers, do-ers, thinkers, 
innovators, team builders, advocates, promotors, and organisers.  It needs 
everyone; with every conceivable skill3.  Resilience building is a team effort!       
A provider agency might fulfil the driver and organiser role, but óground agentsô 
are essential.  Local champions (who are respected opinion makers; not 
necessarily formal leaders) will have twice the impact of a óring-inô. They should 
never work alone; lone agents become overwhelmed by community reaction, 
isolation, competing priorities, the magnitude of the taské..  

Successful resilience building needs champion networks that are 
prepared to be local advocacy and change agents, as well as 
logistical support for local actions.  

The resilience of staff, partners and champions must be protected.  Most 
resilience and renewal initiatives ófall in a heapô within 6mths (regardless of initial 
enthusiasm) because the responsibility and the workload fall back on the faithful 
few.  They also ôwearô local negativity and resistance óup close and personalô. 
This can impact on their personal resilience, and also affect their businesses 
and community standing.  Risk recognition and strategies to manage these 
impacts need to be factored into implementation and delivery schedules, 
personnel management, and the development of champion networks.   

Internal management of personnel is part of ówalking the talkô; i.e. ensuring that 
we have strategies in place to build the resilience of our staff, contractors, 
decision-makers, managers and champions.  Many of the strategies listed in this 
Plan are equally relevant to a provider organisation (albeit interpreted differently 
in terms of delivery).   

Protecting the resilience of personnel and stakeholders is something agencies 
traditionally do badly.  How can our personnel and champions accurately 
demonstrate good resilience-building process in the field, if they never see it?    
If we are serious about change among our client base, we need to be equally 
serious about óbeing the change that we aim to inspireô.  

                                                 
3
 Strongly recommend reference to Belbin Team Roles and Edward De Bonoôs Six Hat process when creating 

networks to facilitate and support resilience building.  
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Most importantly, decision-makers and investors need to thoroughly understand 
what they are asking when they ask personnel and champions to take on a 
resilience building programme that will entail extensive cultural and behavioural 
change. 

Working out the expectations of all the stakeholder, negotiating boundaries, and 
being very clear what the changes entail and what their possible outcomes might 
be (and is everyone prepared to live with those outcomes) is complex.   

Change involves letting go; which can result in grief, anger and apathy.  Change 
involves losing things of value, while gaining new benefits.  Clients need to see 
some of the new benefits so that they donôt become dispirited by the losses.  
Change means there are winners and some losers.  Expect the people at risk of 
losing (control, status, power, comfort, familiarity, etc) to fight, through either 
passive or active resistance.  Different strategies are required to manage overt 
and covert opposition.  It can be difficult for personnel and providers to maintain 
their impartiality and professionalism; particularly when they are challenged, 
confronted or frustrated.  Providers need strategies to debrief and manage the 
stress, fatigue, anger and frustration of their personnel, when they encounter 
apathy or resistance; particularly if the change process is difficult and ódrag outô 
for some time.   

Change management within our own organisations, or among our clients takes 
time, expertise, patience and intelligent strategy.  It is not for the inexperienced 
or the impatient! 

Change management requires time, and knowledge of process and the client 
base. Monitoring-mentoring systems, offering mutual support, between project 
managers, field officers, partners and change champions can help to ensure that 
our best asset ï people ï continue to vigorously implement resilience building 
over the long haul.   

 

 The ESSENTIALS of good change management:  

Knowing the end point; what will success look like; and how 
will we know weôre there?  

Shared end points, even if the paths are different.  

Clarity of Expectations,  

Equal and Transparent Negotiation of Boundaries,  

Good Process   

Mutual Respect 

Knowledge of the situation: barriers, motivators, priorities, 
fears, traditions, and what is negotiable and what is not! 

Ways to have fun, relax, break bread and build relationship 
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Einstein said that the definition of idiocy was to do the 
same thing over and over and expect a different result.  

If the Inlandôs socio-economic resilience is in decline, and isnôt responding to 
ótreatmentô; perhaps itôs time to do something differently.  

Looking at successful models, processes and outcomes elsewhere and taking 
the ógood bitsô for adaptation to Inland needs and methods is a good start. 
Taking an entire process and dropping it into a different region or community is 
less effective, and does not allow for the óbuy inô, negotiation and customisation 
that can make such a huge difference to the longevity and quality of participant 
engagement.   

Actively encouraging diverse opinions, ideas and even arguments (so long as it 
is creative conflict) can generate incredible solutions. YSC (global corporate 
leadership development company) recommends using blog-sites (internal and 
external) to stimulate óideas jamsô (similar to a music jam) and óvalues jamsô. 
IBMôs trial of these processes led to 10 new enterprises and a significantly 
improved óbuy inô of staff, partners, clients and stakeholders.  Such ójamsô work 
because they give everyone óvoiceô and capture workable innovations that might 
not otherwise be noticed.  

It can be enlightening to assume that óeveryone is rightô ï even when (perhaps 
especially when) their values and ideas are contrary to the dominant 
assumptions.  This doesnôt mean that everyoneôs ideas are adopted; that would 
result in anarchy.  It does mean that in listening to, and not prejudging, ideas 
(and their source) we can often find a new way of looking at a tired situation that 
resists common solutions.   

 
Frankly, resilience building is one of the more complex 
community renewal actions.  If resilience building were 
easy, we wouldnôt need resilience building.   

Innovation is fundamental to success.   

We need to be innovative in considering:  

éééstaff and champion time and energy, the need for new or tweaked 
systems, revenue, expertise, keeping partners and investors happy, keeping 
clients engaged, making sure there are tangible wins, finding methods that 
actually work, finding ways to keep everyone in the loop, ways to measure 
progress, é.. to name but a few areas that require ódifferent doingô.  

 

Recommendation Six:  

Be innovative.  
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While there is a significant pool of interested, motivated people in the Inland who 
could become the foundation for networking, information sharing, championship, 
peer mentoring and peer motivation, there is room for improvement. Overall, 
nearly 50% of participants were ñQuite Interestedò in getting involved in building 
a healthy and strong environment, community and/or business.  Nearly a third 
(26%) was ñpassionateò.  However, nearly a quarter (23%) was only ñSometimes 
Interestedò.  Fortunately, only 3% were ñNot Interestedò.  

Tempting as it may be to charge out and deliver resilience building actions, 
based on the current pool of converts and a clear need, a wise provider will 
BOLT IN some critical success steps.   

Firstly, the provider needs to decide if this is a ófly-in-fly-out-12mthô project; or a 
serious commitment.  

If the former: STOP NOW. 

 
One-off or short-term resilience projects are do-able (from the providersô point of 
view) if we arenôt too fussy about achieving real outcomes (as opposed to 
outputs).  While often well intended, they have alienated and confused 
communities who have had many ówhite knightsô charge in (and all too quickly 
charge out again) to óhelp them help themselvesô in the fight against the tough 
and ugly realities of socio-economic fragility.   
 
As a result, there is much cynicism, apathy, anger and resistance.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation Seven:  

Resilience building is a long term investment  

 
A Profile of Vulnerability:  

The Burnett Inland is listed as the 2nd most socially and economically 
disadvantaged region in Australia. It has received 2-4 ranking for the last 
20yrs. (OESR & ABS).   

A significant number of primary producers, town-based businesses, and 
other residents live below the poverty line; incomes are 30% lower than in 
Brisbane although living costs are higher.   

75% of the population left school at 15.  

Domestic violence increases by 300%pa.  

/ÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ )ÎÌÁÎÄȭÓ ÍÏÓÔ ÖÁÌÕÁÂÌÅ ÅØÐÏÒÔÓ ÉÓ ÉÔÓ ÙÏÕÔÈ Ánd individuals with 
the highest social capital and socio-economic resilience.  Peri-urban 
migration is bringing large numbers of the most vulnerable, high-end service 
consumers with the poorest social capital and socio-economic resilience.  
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If providers are óupô for a serious commitment, then they need to be prepared to 
dig in for the long haul. 

Even the initial stages of resilience building take longer than 12mths. 3-5yrs is 
the average.  A 10yr programme will yield better outcomes, and is more realistic, 
in terms of achieving meaningful change.  

Resilience building (whether social or economic) requires patience, a good 
strategy with milestones (tangible wins) along the way to show youôre getting 
somewhere, people with experience and maturity in community change 
management, engagement and resilience development  - including an 
understanding of how resilience frameworks operate, and how to make them 
work, in really practical ways, in each locale or sector.  
 
Real resilience building that actually results in endemic, positive change is óhard 
yardsô. It takes persistence through the periods of resistance, hostility and 
apparently no change4.   

Accordingly, there needs to be a strong motivation for both provider and clients 
to continue to participate in actions (short, medium and long term) that rebuild 
and grow personal, enterprise and community and catchment resilience.  
Contractual commitments will not suffice.  Commitment, clarity, and having 
something useful and relevant to get on with, can help providers and supporters 
outlast the challenges that overwhelm most change programmes.  
 

There needs to be a common mission and a SHARED sense of ñwhy weôre all 
hereò and ñwhat weôre going to doò in very tangible terms. 

Most resilience programmes are initiated by an entity or a small group with an 
internal objective.  This is one of the reasons they donôt last. Either the initiator/ 
driver tires or finishes and the processes dissipate and/or they implode in 
conflicting visions and methods. Resilience objectives need to be widely shared 
and negotiated to ensure a). widespread óbuy inô, b). participation, c). continuity 
and succession, d). lasting results.   

Engagement is, therefore, one of the CRUCIAL first steps.  
Successful engagement demands widely inclusive discussion 
and negotiation on ówhat does resilience look likeô, how will we do 
it, who will do it, and how will we know when weôve got itô.   

 
 
 

                                                 
4
 Negative reactions are common; and frequently scuttle resilience programmes.  In simple terms, people fear 

change (even change in their best interests) and consequently react against change programmes.  Apathy or lack of 

unity in the vision and means for achieving resilience also generate negative reactions.  As resilience is often tied to 

highly emotive issues (loss of traditions, power, status, roles, trusted & familiar ways of doing things, etc) the 

reactions can be surprisingly strong.  Further, the majority of humans want to be saved; rather than save themselves.  

This tricky facet of human nature means that resilience programmes are óworking against the grainô from the outset.  
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It can be very helpful (for both providers and clients) for Implementation and 
Communication Plans to include ópre-project milestonesô.   For example, delivery 
projects can be preceded by 3-6mths of investment in: 

¶ relationship and profile building,  

¶ informal interaction / incidental consultation and discussion, i.e. ópassing 
in the streetô or ócatching up at meetingsô conversations,  

¶  awareness building (of the provider, what they do, who the key people 
are, etc) 

¶ repetition and clarity of key messages, i.e. what is being offered, what are 
the benefits, and why is it important?  

¶ finding out what makes target groups tick ï their values, priorities, 
preferences, etc 

¶ finding out ówhos who in the zooô in terms of local champions, partners, 
providers (caterers, venues, etc).  

 

Pre-project investment builds credibility, market traction, a resource base, the 
beginnings of useful networks, and mutual understanding of óhow the other 
worksô and ówhat each can do for the otherô.  
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Make it Easy to be Involved 

 
 

Factors Affecting Engagement and Participation in Resilience Building 

Communication Methods: 

Providers need to consider whether there is a good match between current 
information distribution, communication and promotion options that suit the 
provider, and Inland preferences.  As recommended above,  

 

a) any differences can be resolved 
by finding the win-win, and 

b) sometimes nudging clients in new  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The uptake of email and e-newsletters in 
the last 5yrs are classic examples of the 
benefits of ópersistent nudgingô.  Once 
widely resisted, participant responses 
clearly show that they are now the most 
preferred means of communication, 
information distribution, promotion, 
marketing and engagement in the Inland.  

 

For example: The provider 
may choose not to provide 
a printed newsletter due to 
cost, time, waste and 
difficulties of distribution.  
However, they may choose 
to invest in capacity building 
which enables the client 
base to adapt to new 
communication methods 
such as e-newsletters. 

For example: Capacity 
building in contemporary or 
future-focused 
communication modes, such 
as social media (Facebook, 
Twitter, etc) might initially 
challenge the confidence, 
skills (and infrastructure) of 
the Inland.  However, 
investment in training or 
mentoring in these areas 
could ultimately add value to 
socio-economic resilience by 
giving the client technology 
skills that they can apply 
more widely ï perhaps in 
their business. 
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Interestingly, the responses showed that passive forms of communication are 
significantly preferred for information sharing and engagement.   

Unsurprisingly, given the rural personôs preference for relationship-based 
communication, they also liked to get information, skills and knowledge óface-to-
faceô, i.e. through a meeting, workshop, field day, network, group or word-of-
mouth.   

In keeping with the preference for passive communication, they preferred that 
ñsomeone from BMRG [or a similar group] come to our meetingò rather than 
them making a special trip to a new meeting or event, although field days rated 
well as they combined practical knowledge with social contact.    

What was surprising was the relatively high usage of email as an information 
tool. Overall, the data showed that the project participants preferred receiving 
information by email than by face-to-face!  This is a significant departure from 
long-held communication preferences in this region!  

However, while very popular, the way email was used to find out about 
workshops or pick up technical skills or knowledge that helped them to manage 
their environment, business or community was also passive.  

E-newsletters and emails were popular because they ójust turn upô with minimal 
effort by the recipient.  Accordingly, there was much lower interest in having to 
ñgo looking for itô on a website.  In fact, websites were rated as least likely to be 
a staple source of information, and were only used óSometimesô.   

This is an important piece of information for providers to consider in their 
communication and change management implantation strategies.   

Many organisations and businesses today rely on the website as the sole or 
main site of information distribution, promotion, engagement and inspiration.  
Perhaps, that reliance needs to be reconsidered or at least adapted to reflect 
market passivity! 

Providers also need to consider the limitations of the Inland participant market 
when designing developing e-communication tools.  Just over a third of 
participants still relied on slower technologies, such as slow dial up.  This 
drastically inhibited their access to internet-based materials, websites, and 
downloads, including newsletters and flyers.  Graphics, colours, photographs  

 

Recommendation Eight:  

ñPassive communication works for usò! 

Face-to-face is great; (provided it comes to us)! 

E-newsletters and email are also great (because it comes to us)!  

But remember the difference in infrastructure, confidence, software 
and skills!!!! 
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and any content or design features which óchewed upô download capacity were 
highly problematic. While some participants had the interest or patience to 
ñmake a cup of coffee and look over the mailò as a site or flyer downloaded; 
most would not.  There was considerable frustration with ñheavy sitesò or ñheavy 
documents or attachmentsò that, from their perspective, were impossible or 
ñhopelessly frustratingò to open.  Some participants ñjust deleted anythingò from 
organisations that regularly sent óheavyô material because it ñwasnôt worth the 
hassle of frozen screensò.   

Awareness and thoughtful design and distribution methods by providers will 
make a real difference in ensuring good access to information, promotion and 
engagement across diverse ótechnology-populationsô.  

It is also important to note that nearly a fifth of participants rated use of the 
internet for capacity building in any area of resilience building (from finding 
information to finding schedules for workshops, etc) as ñNot Applicableò.  This is 
interesting when compared with the numbers otherwise active on email or 
internet (80%).  Essentially, while the majority were active on the internet, they 
werenôt using it as a capacity building tool in the areas pertinent to this Plan.  

Print media, radio, hard copy newsletters and mail all rated well; especially in 
comparison to podcast, Skype, video conferences, webinars, or teleconferences.  
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Delivery Methods: 

Given the average age, many Inlanders left the óclassroomô about 30-40yrs ago.  
As participation in workshops and field days has become widespread (compared 
to 10 or 20yrs ago), confidence in attending and participating in capacity building 
events is less problematic than it used to be ï particularly if the event is focused 
on technical, practical action and knowledge.  However, there is still some 
reluctance to engage in topics or learning events that are perceived to be 
theoretical, óoutside the comfort zoneô or óairy fairyô, and itôs easy, in this busy 
world to find excuses not to attend.   

Despite some reluctance to re-engage in learning, itôs important to remember 
that primary producers and business owners in the Inland are renowned for their 
innovation, staying power and business acumen in tough markets.  Although 
they may not choose to adopt urban mannerisms and outlook, these are not, as 
one former public servant colourfully dismissed them, ñhicks with dust on their 
bootsò.  Rural mannerisms and lack of formal education do not equate to lack of 
insight, intelligence or shrewdness.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Workshops, field days and meetings (indeed, any form of knowledge, skill or 
information event) were most acceptable as sources of information when they 
were ñshort and sharpò.  In keeping with Recommendation One, they also 
needed to be ñrelevant to our issues and conditionsò.  

Itôs an obvious truism to note that the content, language and process also need 
to be relevant to the client sectorsô personal and collective learning styles, as 
well as their interactive capacity and preferences.  Itôs worth remembering that: 

ñA comfortable group or individual learns and returnsò.   

Given the educational background and experience of the majority of the 
population, short, practical workshops also suited the capacity of the client group 
to sit and concentrate.  

Activities work best when they are hands-on, practical, action-oriented, relevant 
and innovative.  

 

 

 

Recommendation Nine:  

Short, sharp and relevant! 
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Any good capacity building process considers different learning styles and levels, 
and diversity in participation preferences.     

However, some of the customisation factors listed here regularly tend to be 
overlooked, e.g. literacy (including e-literacy), learning styles and language 
preferences ï and the importance of FOOD and FUN! 

Literacy 

Firstly, it is common, in the Inland to encounter various barriers pertaining to 
literacy and numeracy as well as confidence in writing and speaking out in front 
of a group (in public).  

Broadly speaking, the target participants are very successful business people 
and production managers.  Nonetheless, there can be considerable 
embarrassment or reluctance when these same capable, clever people are 
required to write notes, fill in forms, articulate ideas in front of a group, etc in a 
ólearning settingô.  Observation and feedback indicate that this may be 
particularly true for older men, who tend to rely on their female partnersô literacy 
in business management or business or community governance, etc.  

There are many simple and effective processes for managing this in a workshop 
or meeting situation.  These include (but are not limited to):  

¶ buddy or small group situations where a confident person volunteers to be 
scribe or presenter on behalf of others, who can contribute ideas but are 
not put in the óhot seatô,  

¶ use of the key-word ópost-it-noteô system of gathering ideas or knowledge 
from a group,  

One of the biggest literacy shortfalls is in managing communication technology.  
Ipods, MSN, FaceBook, etc are widely used by the under 25ôs and rarely used 
by the over 35s.   An almost total lack of training opportunities in the Inland 
(apart from via onesô children) means that many mature adults do not have the 
opportunity to learn these technologies effectively.   

Nearly one third of Inlanders do not have access to high speed infrastructure, 
such as satellite or broadband.  

This does NOT mean that these highly efficient and effective methods shouldnôt 
be used (eventually).  MSN chat or Skype can save rural people significant time 
and money, otherwise spent in teleconferences or driving to and from meetings.  

Recommendation Ten:  

Manage any participant capacity shortfalls through good process.  

MAKE IT EASY, COMFORTABLE and FUN to participate! 
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The challenge confronting providers is to explore ways for skills and confidence 
development in e-communications to occur.  Partnerships with organisations 
with existing capacity (staff, reach, expertise, funding) is one of the most efficient 
methods.  Motivating participants to make the time to attend a learning event, 
find a mentor, initiate a community mentoring scheme (perhaps through the high 
school) or to identify a more innovative means to secure ongoing learning in e-
communications is more difficult.  The Inland has long been characterised by 
poorly attended IT workshops.   

Somewhat more complex than skills shortfalls, is the challenge confronting all 
rural areas to secure equality in IT infrastructure / access.  It may be that the 
Federal broadband initiatives may help to alleviate some of these issues.    

 

Learning styles and language preferences 

Secondly, Inland clients are ñturned offò by ñgovt speakò, ñjargonò, ñhigh falutinô 
languageò, or anything that they canôt relate to ï a prejudice that they share with 
all other humans.   

Itôs important to consider, when developing promotional or information material, 
or a presentation, etc ï is the language órightô for the audience?  

Many of the target participants tend to be strongly focused on production and 
technical knowledge and skills.  

For example, they enjoy a hands-on workshop using Excel to learn financial 
systems, rather than a theoretical approach to marketing. They are increasingly 
obliged to sit through two-day community governance workshops, but retention 
and adoption of the knowledge and skills is questionable, given the intensive, 
long, theoretical modes of delivery which is reported to be ñoffputtingò, ñboringò 
and ñconfusingò ï in short, not suited to their learning preferences.  Alternatively, 
short, practical workshops exploring communication techniques through 
something like Myers Briggs, involving lots of movement and interaction, can 
generate deep understanding and long term application of community building 
strategies.   

The onus is on the provider to identify ways to ówork with the grainô of learning 
preferences.  Process innovation isnôt difficult; but access to someone who can 
offer expertise or mentoring and advice helps.  
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Good Process, Local Talent, Food and Fun 

Any Plan, aiming to promote social resilience and networking, needs to 
consciously organise the structures that build social capital (good will, 
relationship, co-operation, commitment, and contribution).  

For example: 

Welcoming, comfortable venues are important.  Someone on hand to greet 
people as they arrive (particularly if they are new) helps build connectivity.  

Catering is all-too-often interpreted to mean cheap coffee and nasty biscuits.  
Poor catering actively detracts from social capital outcomes as it negates the 
relationship-building and hospitality elements that underpin social network 
development.  Good catering does not mean expense; on the contrary, many 
P&Cs, or mumsô-groups are keen to earn revenue by providing good quality food 
and beverages.  Thus community-based catering arrangements also further 
social capital by supporting ancillary networks.   

Providers can maintain simple spread-sheets of caterers per location to simplify 
the process; local partners can often make excellent recommendations as to 
who, when, how much, etc to save time and hassle in tracking down ósomeone 
goodô.   

 

Capturing the Invisible Man with a Trojan Horse 

While many men enjoy, and benefit from, a field day, male business 
owner/operaÔÏÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÏ ȬÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÎÖÉÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙȭ ÁÔ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ 
workshops or community capacity building events, even if they acknowledge that 
the information is essential to their economic and social resilience.  Broadly 
speaking they have two strategies: a). ignore the need, or b). the female partner 
attends and operates as a communication conduit between the knowledge/skills 
provider and the family enterprise or community group.    

0ÒÏÖÉÄÅÒÓ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Ȭ4ÒÏÊÁÎ (ÏÒÓÅȭ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎg information 
tools, presentations and other elements of capacity building events to ensure that 
the non-ÁÔÔÅÎÄÉÎÇ ȬÉÎÖÉÓÉÂÌÅȭ ÏÒ ÎÏÎ-participatory partners are also informed and 
engaged.  A Trojan Horse strategy embeds knowledge or skills-development into an 
information mode or an activity in such a way that it is:  

¶ almost invisible; and therefore non-threatening,  

¶ able to reach people who are not actually present during the event.   

0ÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÒÁÉÎÅÒÓ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÍÅÔÁ-ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȭȢ  

Ȭ0ÌÁÙÉÎÇȭ ÉÓ Á ÍÅÔÁ-process; children learn a new skill by playing it out.   

&ÕÎȟ ȬÈÁÎÄÓ-ÏÎȭȟ ÉÎÔÅÒÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ×ÏÒËÓÈÏÐÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÕÓÅ ÍÅÔÁ-process to embed 
ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ Á ÆÏÒÍÁÌ ȬÃÈÁÌË-and-ÔÁÌËȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȢ   

Ȭ&ÁÓÔ &ÁÃÔ 3ÈÅÅÔÓȭȟ ÓÕÍÍÁÒÉÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÓÉÍÐÌÅ take-home flyers, 
are another meta-process.  
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For some unknown reason, many meetings vie in being the longest and the 
dullest; some are óhijackedô by strong personalities and governance minutiae.  
As we all know from experience, the quickest way to lose participants and good 
will is to hold a poorly run, dull or conflict-ridden events.   

Providers need to ensure that events (whether their own or initiated by partners 
in a resilience building action) are welcoming and well managed.   

Factors which can add value to event management include:  

¶ a tool kit for meeting organisers, that include tips on how to keep a 
meeting or event on time, how to include diverse people in discussion 
(and prevent hijacking) and how to cover the necessary governance 
without becoming bogged down.  It isnôt necessary for providers to 
develop their own kits (although they may choose to, to enable 
customisation or branding).  Many toolkits are available through regional 
partners and online, e.g. Our Communities website,  

¶ access to experienced facilitators who can mentor executives or event 
organisers in good process.  Mentoring need not be time consuming or 
complex.  Organisers can be invited, as observers, to a meeting where 
good process is modelled.  Equally, one session between facilitator and 
organisers, to discuss good process tips can have a great effect!   

Sometimes community organisers just need to know what alternatives 
exist, as all they have previously seen are bad process models! 

¶ open support for a group that decides to change process, to support the 
necessary momentum (and permission) in group culture for new 
processes to be trialled and adopted.  Calm, positive endorsement for the 
changes by an influential body can help overcome apathy or opposition.  

¶ modelling good process, and showing that ñitôs okò for meetings to be fun; 
with light asides, quick progress, brisk facilitated discussion, jokes, short, 
interesting activities that cut through to an outcome and include everyone 
(such as post-it note techniques), etc.  

¶ relevant but perhaps unusual elements that have the charm of novelty, 
such as a great speaker, a new process, a different venue, or ice cream(!)   

¶ using ólocal talentô rather than bringing in presenters. Local people often 
have unsuspected but incredible capacity as inspiring or highly 
informative guest speakers, process masters, organisers, etc.   

Well run, fun, interesting events and activities are the fastest way to build 
engagement and commitment for the long term.  Poorly, dull or uncomfortable 
events will have precisely the opposite effect.   

Given the extraordinary impact of good or bad process, why is 
it so often left to chance or to poor / inexperienced managers?  
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The Power of Ice Cream on Social Capital, Engagement  

and Great Outcomes 

Some years ago, a Provider was asked to hold a whole-of-community planning 

session to determine social and economic goals that the whole community could 

×ÏÒË ÔÏȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ×ÁÓ ȬÄÉÖÉÄÅÄ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÉÔÓÅÌÆȭȡ 

there were too many competing visions and tempers were running high.  

The Provider, being a great believer in food, fun and good process, put a lot of 

thought into this, and came up with the following idea.  

The local CWA (who were catering) were asked to make 5 big containers of home-

made ice cream. (The Provider offered a simple but scrumptious recipe).  

7ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭ×ÁÒÒÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÌÁÎÎÉng day, they were met with a BBQ, 

and a table laden with mounds of ice cream flavours: rum & raisin, double choc, fresh 

strawberry, etc. They were so busy tasting and comparing flavours and offering each 

ÏÔÈÅÒ ȬÁ ÔÒÙȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÆÏÒÇÏÔ ÔÏ ÆÉÇÈÔȢ  )ÔȭÓ ÈÁÒÄȟ after all, to stay angry when you 

break bread together ɀ or in this case, swap flavours.  

The goodwill this created lasted all afternoon, as they worked through their 

priorities.   (Of course, excellent group management and facilitation process 

helped!!) 

Moreover, every participant left the event in good humour; having enjoyed the 

company of neighbours, laughed, listened and been listened to, and relaxed in the 

knowledge that a productive afternoon had finally achieved a shared vision and an 

agreed, practical plan for action (and a community recipe for ice cream).    

4ÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÅÌÉÃÉÏÕÓ ÆÏÏÄ ÔÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ Á ȬÓÐÁÃÅȭ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÃÁÐÉÔÁÌȟ ÇÏÏÄ ÉÄÅÁÓ ÁÎÄ 

co-operative action can flourish should never be under-estimated. 

TYhe 
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Itôs a busy, busy world; and providers are just one of a hundred competing 
priorities and pressures. Everyoneôs resources (time, energy, mental and 
emotional óspaceô, fuel, family patience, business elasticity, finances, etc) are 
increasingly stretched to breaking point by the ever-increasing demands of the 
ñtriple shiftò in contemporary life: family, business and community.  

Finding the right time to get the message across or deliver actions can be tricky.  

Sometimes there isnôt a right time; there are just some times 
that are more right than others.  

 

When:  

Rather surprisingly, the majority of participants in this project indicated ñBusiness 
hours pleaseò!  This may be due to the higher participation of primary producers 
in the consultation; as many small business owners are sole traders (without 
staff) and find it almost impossible to leave their businesses during business 
hours.  (However, some address this by sending one spouse ï usually the 
female partner).  

Accordingly, most participants indicated that week days are preferred; weekends 
and nights are least popular. The latter response appeared to be primarily due to 
competing priorities in recreational and family commitments.  (Weekend sport 
rated surprisingly highly on the participant responses, and clearly out-prioritised 
capacity building commitments!).  

 

How Long:  

Unless it is a field day, the preferred timeline for workshops or any other 
information or action event is about 3-4hrs.  This allows drive time, and also time 
for competing non-negotiable priorities, such as business or family commitments, 
e.g. school pick-up and drop-off times.  

 

Competing Priorities: 

Awareness of seasonal pressures (harvest, end-of-financial year, school 
holidays, etc) is important as these milestones will affect engagement and 
participation, regardless of whether it is a ñneedò or an ñinterestò.  

Recommendation Eleven:  
 

Remember your competition: everyone and everything! 
 
Reduce competition and resource fatigue by being aware of local 
barriers and opportunities.  

Work with the existing opportunities first, before seeking to create 
new ones.  



Implementation Plan: Building Capacity for Social and Economic Resilience in the Burnett Inland 
 

 

38 

 

 

 

Special events also affect participation, e.g., State of Origin on TV, a local event, 
existing community meeting schedules, etc.   

The trick is to work out which are the non-negotiable competing 
priorities and which arenôt.  Harvest or school drop-off times are 
non-negotiables.  However, another event, for example, may be 
ónegotiableô, in terms of how people make choices about how to 
use their time.   

Working with existing client-group meeting schedules can be efficient from the 
providersô point of view as it reduces the work required for engagement, 
promotion and organisation e.g. the provider can include their presentation, 
promotion or activity in the agenda of an existing meeting of, say, a Landcare 
group.   This strategy is often preferred by clients too as it uses their time and 
resources efficiently. Generally, ógetting on the agendaô of a client groupôs 
meeting ensures comparatively good exposure and participation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Location, Location, Location:  

Most participants indicated that a drive time of 20min (one way) for a priority or 
an interest topic was ñgoodò.  The more órural and isolatedô the participant, the 
more likely they were to contemplate longer drives as ódo-ableô. For example, 
residents in more isolated areas, such as Monto were more likely to drive than 
residents in a regional centre such as Kingaroy.   

Predictably, the greater the distance, the greater the barrier to participation.  
Only 30% of participants said that they would travel for more than 1hr; (slightly 
more said ómaybeô ï depending on the topic, the cost, and other priorities).  

This poses an interesting challenge for agencies committed to promoting socio-
economic resilience.  While enviro-events are regularly delivered in the Inland, 
business and community events, are usually held in coastal or regional centres, 
such as Bundaberg or Toowoomba. Very few Inlanders will consider driving the 
4+hours (return) to the coast for a marketing workshop or leadership seminar.  
Attendance is affected by time, access costs, competing priorities, and also by  

Recommendation Twelve:  
 

Where possible, ówork with the grainô, i.e. manage potential barriers 
by working with known preferences and needs.  

For example: 

¶ preferred drive time within20km 

¶ costs averaging between $10 and $30-50 

¶ Family commitments such as weekend sport 
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perceptions / experience that the content and learning methods tend to be 
urbanised and are ólacking in relevanceò or ñuncomfortableò.  

 

The Cost:  

Overwhelmingly, participants indicated that cost is a significant factor.  The 
perceived relevance of the topic or activity was considered the most important 
determinant in deciding whether cost was a barrier or not.  

Cost was not just the actual fee for participation.  It also includes:  

¶ access costs such a fuel and perhaps accommodation or meals (given 
the distance of events, and the tendency to hold 1-2day events),  

¶ opportunity costs vis-à-vis the business, i.e. time spent away from the 
enterprise means lost income and/or higher costs if someone else has to 
be paid to perform critical roles, e.g. milking.   

Thus, ócostsô for rural people were multi-faceted; and significantly higher than 
costs for people living in close proximity to capacity providers/ venues.  

For example: a marketing workshop delivered in Toowoomba, that starts at 
8.30am and finishes at 5.30pm, delivered over two-days at $350, costs someone 
living in Toowoomba $350 plus whatever opportunity costs they experience in 
their business.  The same workshop costs someone living in Murgon, $350 in 
fees, $65 in petrol, $130 in accommodation, $65 in meals, plus business 
opportunity costs (assuming they only stay one night and drive home directly 
after the workshop).  Even the drive to and from the venue, in this scenario, can 
be a barrier, as it entails choices: a). to leave home at 4.30 ï 5.00am, sit in a 
workshop all day, do the same tomorrow and then reach home at 9.30-10.00pm; 
and in both cases driving in peak óroo timeô; OR to ñcough up for another one or 
two nights, plus mealsò.    

 There are no easy solutions to these common scenarios; as Inland populations 
are not cost effective for providers to come here; it is costly to go outside the 
region; and e-methods such as webinars require high speed infrastructure, 
confidence and skills which are not currently widespread.  

 

How much is enough?  

$30-$50 was considered by most participants to be an acceptable price for a 
learning activity or event, such as a dinner with a guest speaker, seminar, or 
workshop.  Interestingly, free events were not necessarily valued; even a token 
fee of $10 was preferred to a totally free event.  

A topic or skill had to be a ñserious priorityò for participants to consider paying 
$100 or more.  

It is important to note, when considering these responses, that the average 
Inland wage (whether employed or in business) is 30% lower than the average 
wage in Brisbane.  However, the cost of living is slightly higher, due to the 
additional cost of freight added to food, fuel and other goods.  
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Family Impacts:  

In this target market, the majority of participants are Empty Nesters, parents of 
older teenagers or retirees.  Therefore, the need for childcare to enable parents 
to participate in capacity building events is relatively low.  Sport and family 
commitments on weekends were more likely to create schedule conflicts than 
weekday family commitments such as school pick-up / drop-off.  

This simplifies life for providers, as it offers greater schedule freedom.  

 

 ñShips that pass in the nightò: 

One of the most common comments in small-to-medium communities in the 
Inland Burnett is that they desire, but cannot access services which would build 
their social capital, resilience or business capacity.  Conversely, one of the most 
common comments by providers is that rural districts and small communities 
either arenôt interested in, or lack commitment to, social or economic 
development.  

The answer to this paradox lies in understanding and communication; both of 
which are relatively inoperative on both sides in the situation outlined above.  

Providers tend to provide according to what works for them.  This is logical and 
sensible. Unfortunately, what works for them does not always work for the client 
base, which may have different ways of communicating, and different 
expectations of promotion and delivery.   
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A Hypothetical Case Study in What Not To Do:  

An agency receives funding to deliver business workshops.   They advertise this with the Chamber of 
Commerce and the local paper. They do not realise (but should as it is fundamental to good marketing to 
know your market) that less than 2% of businesses are currently engaged with the Chamber (and 
virtually none of these are landholders); and that only 35% of businesses currently use the paper as an 
information source. The agency does not use radio (which 64% of clients use), networks, word-of-mouth 
or email because they have not invested in developing a communication base over the 6-12mth period it 
ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÓ ÔÏ ÇÁÉÎ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÒÅÄÉÂÉÌÉÔÙȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÁÒÅȟ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÃÌÉÅÎÔ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅȟ Á ȰÆÌÙ-in/ 
fly-ÏÕÔȱ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒȢ  !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇÌÙ ÔÈÅÙ lack communication connections and credibility / reputation in their 
chosen market.  

Unfortunately, they have not attempted to partner with a known, well networked local or regional group 
which might address these shortfalls. 

They offer the workshop in larger centre, which seems logical to someone who does not know the market. 
This centre has the most apathetic business community; a medium-sized community 20km away would 
have generated a better result.   

4ÈÅÙ ÃÈÏÏÓÅ Á ÖÅÎÕÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏȢ  

They offer a 9.00am-5.00pm training schedule, which means that women, (their prime market as they are 
the main information conduits and interpreters for Inland businesses and community groups) will 
struggle to attend. Their promotional materials, content and process are not customised to local priorities 
and contexts; this is evident from the language and examples they have used in their advertising.  They 
ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÏÎÌÙ ȬÏÎÅ ÈÉÔȭ ÏÆ ÁÄÖÅÒÔÉÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÈÉÔÓ ɉÅȢÇȢ ÒÁÄÉÏȟ ÆÌÙÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÎÅÔworks) 

that will generate sufficient awareness and interest.   

4ÈÅÉÒ ÆÅÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÈÉÇÈȟ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÎ ÕÎËÎÏ×Î ÁÎÄ ÕÎÐÒÏÖÅÎ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒ ÁÎÄ 
ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÐÏÃËÅÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÉÇÈÔȢ  4ÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ and outcomes 
ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÃÌÅÁÒȠ ÓÏ ÉÔȭÓ ÈÁÒÄ ÔÏ ÊÕÄÇÅ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÅÎÔ ÉÓ ÇÏÏÄ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÆÏÒ ÍÏÎÅÙȢ  

This region is known for not prioritising learning events for business or community sustainability despite 
widespread concern over business and community decline.  Although it can be a true challenge for even 
ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÉÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ËÎÏ×ȟ 
ÏÒ ÉÇÎÏÒÅÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÆÁÃÔÏÒȢ  4ÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÅÅË ÆÅÅÄÂÁÃË ÏÒ ÁÄÖÉÃÅ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍunity or any 
informed local groups prior to the event to see if anything can be done that might make a difference; and 
change nothing in their promotion or delivery which might motivate an apathetic, priority-challenged or 
time-poor (?) client base.  

Two people register.   

The providers cancel the workshop and attribute the poor attendance to lack of interest. They decide on 
the basis of this assumption that there is no market in the Inland and do not include Inland delivery in 
their future implementation or communication plans.   

In ÔÈÅ ÍÅÁÎÔÉÍÅȟ ÍÏÓÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÈÅÁÒÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÅÎÔȟ ÏÒ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÈÅÁÒÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÒÉÇÈÔ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȭ ÔÈÁÔ 
would encourage them to commit time and dollars.   

Both the agency and the Inlanders lose. The first has lost an opportunity to meet their objectives; the 
latter has lost an opportunity to enhance their business capacity, and thus their financial and economic 
objectives.   

The region also loses as collective economic capacity in this region stagnates due to lack of new 
knowledge and skills that could drive entrepreneurship.  
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This may seem like an extreme scenario; but in fact it is not uncommon in the 
Inland Burnett. 

What could have been done differently? 

 

Critical success factors in the scenario above include:  

¶ knowing the market, so that your approach works, 

¶ using the right communication and promotional tools, to ensure reach and 
access ï leading to awareness and interest, 

¶ using the right language and examples to demonstrate relevance,  

¶ partnering with existing groups or agencies to learn about the market, 
increase reach, have access to existing tools that work, have access to 
existing networks that include target markets,  

¶ spending time investing in relationships, profile and networks, which 
generate reputation, credibility and awareness at least 3-6mths before 
events (Donôt forget to factor the market development time into 
communication plans!)  

¶ customise content, process, presenters, tools, handouts,  

¶ select the location to maximise access,  

¶ customised the timeframes to maximise access,  

¶ consider value for money factors from a local perspective,  

¶ donôt assume that poor uptake means no interest; there may be other 
factors,  

¶ any feedback is good; it means next time will be so much better.  
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Participant Feedback:  

Throughout the research process, and through successive drafts, BIEDO has sought 
the feedback of BMRG, partners (including DEEDI managers and the Regional 
Councils) and participants.  Feedback can be summarised as:  

This project has generated useful, practical ideas and strategies that will increase our 
knowledge and ability to engage rural people in many different development and 
resilience building activities.    

The interest in, and uptake of information and recommendations offered in the Plan 
demonstrate its relevance, usefulness and accuracy.  

Economic Resilience Examples 

¶ South Burnett Regional Council, for example, will use the engagement 
strategies and business capacity priorities in their regional economic 
planning. 

Economic and Environmental Resilience Examples 

¶ The recommendations are also relevant to óGreen Economyô transition 
programme in the Inland, focused on ways to encourage industry / 
enterprises and communities / households to adopt effective climate change 
management, water & energy conservation and resource management 
practices.  Partners in the Green Economy project have already adopted 
recommendations pertaining to business and environmental capacity 
priorities; as well as the óbest waysô to engage participants in information 
sharing and actions.  

¶ DEEDI-DPI officers have indicated that this data can add value to technical 
production trials that encourage producers to adopt climate change 
management strategies. They are particularly interested in strategies that 
encourage participants to adopt and apply new knowledge and skills.   

Social Resilience Examples: 

¶ North Burnett Regional Council, BIEDO, and Beating the Blues partners will 
use the recommendations of this Plan (in capacity priorities and engagement 
strategies) to increase community participation in social resilience projects in 
each community and at a regional level.  

Participant Examples and Testimonials 

¶ Landcare and other enviro and industry groups are still considering how best 
to use the information; but initial feedback demonstrates that they find it 
ñreally usefulò, as a way to focus their resources, time, actions and energy.  

 ñWeôd had quite a lot of discussion about workshop and event 
topics for 2011 and 2012.  The Plan helps to clarify exactly what we 
should be offering to get people involved, and to get good outcomes.   
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The practical tips on things like using e-newsletters before print 
media, or an email network rather than flyers is also really helpful; 
we can save time and money on that and know that we are still 
reaching the people we want.   

Itôs great to know really specific things like how far people will drive; 
because thereôs always difficulty in choosing locations and venues 
and in knowing how many events to hold to make sure that 
everyone can access the activities if they choose to.   

It takes a weight off my mind to know what to charge. Weôve had so 
many discussions on whether to charge or not, or how much, and 
the Plan gives us a guideline.   

We liked knowing about things like weekdays or weekends; you 
always wonder what works, and now we know.  

I liked the information that made me think about how I do things; 
and my assumptions.  I guess because I believe in what we do, and 
I just see it as obvious, I hadnôt stopped to consider stuff like 
whether other people can see it too.  And if they donôt, itôs good to 
know that you can do something about that.  I intend to find out 
more about the óhow toôs.    

As Iôm not very confident with writing or speaking in meetings, I was 
pleased to hear that there are ways to manage this, so that people 
arenôt put on the spot.  Iôm going to be talking to BIEDO about how 
to use the post-it-note process.   

I liked the idea of working smart not hard.  Weôre supposed to build 
resilience and wellbeing, but all our volunteer activities are just such 
hard work, I sometimes feel like weôre going backwards.  I want to 
know more about practical tips for this.  Perhaps we should have a 
workshop on this! 

Our group was intrigued by the selection of environmental 
knowledge priorities; and that we can use the age, gender, location 
and industry data to work out exactly who needs what.  It was also 
good to know what was a óneedô as opposed to an óinterestô.  

It was interesting that people are mainly concerned with the local.  
This is great news, as it supports a local food initiative that we want 
to launch; slow foods, farmerôs markets and the like.  We know now 
that we have a good basis to build on because it will appeal to 
people here.  

Ahh, Iôd never thought about óbeing the change you seeô.  A 
challenging idea.  Might be time that we looked at what we do in our 
group, because Iôm not sure that we are practising what we preach 
and I could see, as soon as I read this Recommendation that 
people look at what you do, more than what you say.   If we want 
our clients to adopt social resilience strategies, we need to do it tooò.  
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Additional Leadership and Networking Outcomes 

Additional leadership and network outcomes, which contribute to economic resilience 
and social capital include:  

¶ 12 focus groups facilitated inter-group networking and discussion on ways and 
means to build socio-economic resilience, and the importance of a holistic 
approach. Focus group participants are listed in the Methodology (below).  Inter-
group membership and interaction has been identified, by leading theorists, as 
one of the primary means to generate and maintain social capacity in rural areas.  

¶ two DAFF funded projects focused on socio-economic resilience building and 
improved climate change management:  

1. Project One aims to build the business, environmental and social 
management capacity of 43 young primary producers (under 40). The project 
co-ordinates (and underwrites) access to training, education and mentoring 
in capacity areas pertinent to climate change management, enhanced 
business management, industry leadership, network development, decision-
making, contribution to policy-making and community renewal.   

Most importantly, project participants must commit to 12mths as óchange 
championsô, i.e. they contribute to the resilience and viability of their industry, 
enviro-groups or socio-economic networks by sharing their new knowledge 
and skills.  Change champions can elect to share their knowledge through 
field days, workshops, guest speaking presentations, peer mentoring, e-news 
or any other mode that meets their own schedules and abilities and the 
information-sharing and engagement objectives.  They are also required to 
actively work with, promote and integrate industry and enviro-networks to 
encourage wider awareness of, and capacity in, managing the triple bottom 
line impacts of climate change.  

Much of the action focuses on effective use, and extension of industry and 
enviro-networks.  The change champions also receive leadership mentoring 
to build their capacity to take on, and maintain, industry and enviro-
leadership roles.   

2. Project Two aims to build the social and environmental resilience and 
management capacity of 16 indigenous women by enabling a project 
promoting industry leadership, cultural revitalisation, and inter-generational 
mentoring.  The women selected native timber forestry (seed collection, 
propagation and planting of the iconic bunya pines) as the vehicle for their 
economic, heritage and social-connectivity objectives. The older women are 
community leaders who aim pass on traditional lore, as well as agri-forestry 
knowledge and skills to younger indigenous women. The group will create a 
bunya pine nursery and bunya plantation walks.  They will also capture their  

 

stories and lore in books and digital media, for use in schools, eco-tourism, 
and agri-forestry sectors, as well as the indigenous and wider community.   
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The project also aims to raise the profile of these women, with local 
government, mining and agri-forestry companies, as óholders of traditional 
loreô and key knowledge-leaders in sustainable, future-focused native timber 
management.  Project objectives include promotion of leadership succession 
and networking between older and younger indigenous women.  

 

¶ a third project which supports the social and economic aspirations of 13 
empowered indigenous.  The original concept-drivers are engaging other 
motivated women in creation of a sustainable enterprise specifically for 
indigenous women in Eidsvold.  Their vision includes a working gallery featuring 
indigenous artefacts and art; with a workshop area for in-residence artists.  They 
hope to promote the centre to tourists; and aim to create economic links with the 
RM Williams Centre and the Murri Munchies Bush Tucker initiative. This project 
is building the confidence, and capacity of the women in: business planning, 
administration and literacy, network development, partnership building, 
marketing and promotion, and project management. These women are 
generating well-deserved profile as role models and leaders in their community.  

¶ A fourth project has emerged from the womenôs gallery initiative.  Young 
indigenous adults and teenagers will assist the women to repaint and refurbish 
their gallery.  This joint venture promotes inter-generational connectivity, and 
social capital (good will, co-operative structures, relationships, confidence, inter-
personal capacity, etc). As the clean-up activities are being supervised by 
qualified trades people, and (where possible) will be linked into TAFE certificates, 
the project aims to expose the young people to opportunities for self-
employment in micro-enterprises.  Given that employment opportunities in 
Eidsvold are low-to-non-existent, micro-enterprise development is an important 
contributor to economic resilience.  For example, the women may like to contract 
a budding ótechoô as their web builder.  The gallery will also, in future, require an 
admin officer / receptionist, and casual assistance with gardening, maintenance 
and cleaning.  Each of these activities are potential micro-enterprises5.  

¶ Finally, the findings of this project are helping to inform a Food Audit and 
associated food-market-network initiative.  Although in its early days, we are 
examining the interest and capacity of producers and processors to participate in 
co-operative networks and projects, such as a farmersô market, food co-ops, etc.  

                                                 
5
 Nb; as the name suggests, a micro-enterprise operates on a micro scale.  It may only require 2-19hrs per week; and 

may offer only a supplementary income. Micro enterprises are extremely valuable for developing skills, confidence, 

know howô and networks that often lead to more sustainable business or employment.  Micro enterprises are a 

doorway to social and economic viability for people who may be marginalised through ethnicity, gender, age, lack 

of capacity, confidence or circumstances.  They are ideally suited to rural villages and districts as they can supply 

needed services on a scale suited to the local clients.  
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Appendices: Methodology of the Plan and Data Outcomes 
(graphs) 
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SUMMARY OF THE METHODOLOGY 

PARTICIPANTS 

The Target Groups include:  

1. landholders, including:  

o primary production enterprises, including:  

¶ grazing, broadacre, intensive animal husbandry (piggeries and 
dairies), horticulture, herbs, tree crops, viticulture, mixed farming, 
organic farming, aquaculture,  

¶ small scale value added products (lavender and herb products, dairy 
products),  

¶ large scale value added productions (leather, grain-mills, feedlots, 
native timber harvesting etc),  

¶ properties from 50 acres to 50,000 acres 

o residential / hobby farm,  

o acreage,  

o house blocks 

2. inclusive business (non-primary production) interests, including:  

o light manufacturing such as steel fabrication,  

o trades, (electrical, automotive, construction, etc) 

o retail,  

o services (petrol stations, food outlets, motels, etc) 

o community services (aged care, etc0,  

o financial and professional services (book-keeping, legal, vets, agronomists, 
etc) 

3. non-work related roles such as volunteers or retirees,  

4. gender balance ï men and women 

5. age representation from 25 to 75,  

6. indigenous people 

7. people of non-English speaking background 
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SAMPLE: 

The resultant sample is indicative of the preferences and opinions of groups and 
typologies commonly associated with land and resource management and 
consumption in the Burnett Inland; it is not intended to be representative of all 
landholders or the wider population.  

 

TOOLS:  

Reference Group:  

BIEDO established a reference group of key people (leaders, champions, people at the 
nucleus of key networks, knowledge specialists).  The reference group helped BIEDO 
to:  

a) identify and refine a óhit listô of groups, organisations, networks and population 
clusters that enabled us to ósampleô key target groups, (e.g. men, women, 
different types of land and resource users, different locations and industries 
across the region, different age categories, etc),   

b) develop the survey questions and format,  

c) refine the discussion / facilitation process per target cluster, e.g. what was most 
the most appropriate process for an Agforce group or an indigenous group,  

 

Advisory Groups: 

Feedback and advice were also sought from BMRG and enviro-groups such as BCCA 
and Landcare (South East Burnett and North Burnett).  These organisations also 
supported the networking and engagement process by:  

¶ Raising awareness / interest in the consultation process through their networks,  

¶ Allowing their meetings to be used as consultation and survey forums, 

¶ Providing recommendations of key leaders, champions and other people whoôs 
views would help to provide a robust, informative report,  

¶ Helping to distribute the surveys through their membership and client networks 
(e.g. through email),  

¶ Providing advice on any sectors that they believe were at risk of under-
representation.  

¶ We also drew on BIEDOôs extensive networks to include: rural womenôs groups, 
industry groups, landholder networks, business and community 
organisations/associations, indigenous networks and communities, youth 
associations, and government and non-government entities.   
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Champions:  

The BIEDO researcher consulted key leaders and representatives from Local 
Government, Industry, Enviro Groups and Community (including the Indigenous 
Community) and sought their feedback on wording, terms, response options, 
suggested questions, etc, prior to the survey content and format being finalised.  

Target groups, networks and clusters / communities were involved in consultation, 
discussion, awareness raising, engagement and data gathering.   
 

Focus Groups:   

Face to face discussion / consultation and survey distribution/collation occurred within 
existing meetings of the following target groups and networks:  

 
North Burnett Landcare 

South East Burnett Landcare 

Indigenous Knowledge Centre (Cherbourg) 

Murgon Rotary 

Windera and Booubyjan residents (community forum and networks) 

Murgon Apex 

Qld Rural Womenôs Network ï Barambah Branch 

Kingaroy Quota 

Murgon CWA 

South Burnett Agforce (Durong and Kingaroy Branches) 

North Burnett Agforce (Monto and Mundubbera Branches) 

BIEDO members and delegates 

 

Attendance was not limited to members of these organisations.  The meetings were 
used opportunistically, to access members and to bring other target groups into the 
process. The focus group sessions generated good opportunities for inter-member and 
cross-group discussion.  

Once the sample ólistô was formed, BIEDO representatives attended existing meetings 
and forums held / or attended by the target participants.  Time was allocated on the 
agenda for a facilitated discussion, based on the survey questions.  Responses were 
recorded, or surveys completed, depending on which process best suited the context.  
Where necessary, BIEDO created opportunities to tap into target groups that were 
difficult to access, e.g. indigenous communities and family networks.  When the  
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surveys were used, BIEDO also ensured that processes were quietly in place to assist 
people with lower levels of literacy. Different techniques, as outlined in the BMRG 
Proposal were used according to their appropriateness to the group / context.   

These groups also provided an Advisory role (see below); and some groups such as 
North and South Burnett Landcare were also Champions (see below).  

Facilitated discussions with key champions, leaders and specialists and participants at 
the meetings and events helped to refine the gap analysis, and prioritisation of needs, 
issues and solutions.   

The communication process commenced with a phone calls to group 
presidents/secretaries and/or group and network champions.  Days and times to visit 
the groups or communities were arranged, and preferred methods of discussion and 
survey distribution, completion and collation agreed. This was a very successful 
method and well received by the groups. 
 

Survey: 

181 distributed; 154 returned.  

Original copy of the survey questionnaire is available from our website. 

The primary means of recording responses (data) was through survey forms.  Survey 
forms were distributed through meetings, forums and networks.  Surveys were 
numbered to enable the group or typology source, and distribution method to be 
tracked.  Processes were put in place to help manage cultural or literacy barriers.  

 

The Survey questions were split into four content areas to enable measurement of:  

The population typology of the respondents, i.e. demographic data such as age, gender, 
location and profession,  

¶ Environmental priorities,  

¶ Business priorities. 

¶ Social / community priorities.   

Surveys were distributed through target groups via 3 methods:   

80% of numbered surveys were distributed at target group meetings; the survey forms 
were used to stimulate focus group discussion.  Survey forms distributed through face-
to-face sessions, such as a Landcare meetings, were gathered by the BIEDO 
researcher, at the end of the discussion /consultation period.     

18% of surveys were distributed via a champion group, e.g. a numbered series of 
surveys were given to a Landcare group for their distribution to members. Participants 
had the option to return them direct to BIEDO or via the champion groups to BIEDO. All 
surveys were anonymous.  
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2% of surveys were returned by email, from a broadcast distribution of surveys to the 
BMRG and BCCA client lists.  Surveys distributed via networks, such as BMRG, were 
returned direct to BIEDO at the discretion of the recipients (i.e. not through the 
distributing group).  Emailed surveys were forwarded with introductory email messages 
to explain the purpose and the process; the survey was ñattachedò. Surveys distributed 
by email networks were returned by both mail and email.  As it was not possible to 
monitor and control where the surveys were sent, and returned, through these email 
networks, the data from any email returns from these sources was assessed separately.  
 

Aberrations:  

Feedback given during the survey and focus groups indicated that participants, and 
associated groups, networks and agencies were satisfied with the consultation process.   

Only two adverse responses were given; both were via the BMRGôs email network from 
coastal respondents outside the target location for the project; both concerned the 
survey format.   

Given the low number, we felt the adverse response rate was not statistically significant 
or indicative of wider concern.  We did, however, take note of the concerns re the 
format, for future reference.  

 
 

Change to Original Process: Utilising Existing Forums / Meetings and Engaging 

Champions within the Target Groups:  

BIEDO requested an alteration to two processes outlined in the original application and 
deed in October 2009; and approval was given.  

The request was based on:  

1. Concern that forums initiated solely for consultation may  

a) not be well attended, or enable active participation, by key target groups, 
such as indigenous people, young people, people located more than 30min 
drive (one way) from a consultation forum; and  

 

b) not enable comprehensive and accurate representation of target locations 
and typologies. [This concern was based on precedent in the Inland].  

2. Concern that generic media activity (such as print or radio advertisements and 
flyers) do not tend to be effective in the Inland (when seeking to engage 
community participation).   
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Recommended Alternative Process: 

BIEDO prefers to attend existing meetings of target groups and networks; initiating 
purpose-forums where no other meetings are available.  Existing meets tend to have a 
ómagnetô effect.  They draw larger and more representative participation, fit with existing 
work/community schedules, are accessible to their own community catchment, and, 
because they are familiar, tend to produce relaxed and therefore, more revealing and 
inclusive outcomes.  

BIEDO used proven communication and engagement methods, including, relationship-
based invitations, using existing meetings as a ñmagnetò, community, Landcare, BIEDO 
and school newsletters and email-networks.    

Both the draft development and the consultation / survey distribution processes were 
based on word-of-mouth, direct contact through phone, face-to-face and email, as well 
as relationship networks to access target participants and sectors.  No advertising in 
the formal media was used. 
 
In all other respects, BIEDO followed the process outlined by BMRG in the Proposal.  
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PRELIMINARY (Base Data) FINDINGS 

Demographic Typologies of the Respondents: 

Professions:  

While many professions were represented among the respondents, the largest 
respondent category (50.89%) was involved with a primary production in some way 
(either as Owner, Manager or Partner). However, it should be noted that respondents 
often indicated multiple professions, e.g. primary producer and book keeper and parent 
(this was particularly the case when the respondents were women).  (Please see the 
bar graph on page 9).  

We were pleased to note that 16.07% of respondents were associated with town based 
businesses as this sector often remains dis-engaged from NRM initiatives; tend to be 
less aware of their role in, and their contributions (negative and positive) to, NRM; and 
can provide interesting insights and alternatives to a primary production viewpoint.  

 

 

 

 

Business Types 
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Professions of the Respondents 
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Those who indicated multiple professions were all farmers and graziers. The following 
bar graph shows the second professions of all these respondents. 

 

 

The majority of respondents (56.73%) were Business Owners (of a primary production 
unit or a town based business) which is consistent with business profiles in the Inland.  
The remaining were nearly equally divided between employees, managers, and 
retirees or parents.  

 

Role in the Workplace 
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Gender:  

 

Around 55% of respondents were male. 

Around 45% were female.  

The gender breakdown is consistent with the involvement levels of men and women in 
primary production and businesses within this region, which suggests that a good 
indicative sample was engaged in the project.  
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Location:  

While diverse post codes were represented, participation was highest in the north-
eastern part of the South Burnett e.g. from Murgon to Booubyjan and in the north-
western part of the North Burnett, e.g. from Eidsvold to Monto.  The higher response 
rate was consistent with active role of Landcare as facilitators of network, landholder 
and community access in these locations. A significant number of respondents did not 
provide their post code.  
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Age Categories:  

 

Most respondents were aged 55-64 yrs (27%) and 45-54 yrs (23%).  A significant 
proportion was 35-44 yrs (15%) and Over 70 yrs (17%).  This age profile is consistent 
with the wider age profile of the region, i.e. survey participation reflects the actual age 
profile of the region, which suggests that a good indicative sample was engaged in the 
project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Implementation Plan: Building Capacity for Social and Economic Resilience in the Burnett Inland 
 

 

62 

 

 

Priority Topics: assessed from a Triple Bottom-line Standpoint:  

Perceptions of the Environment as a Priority:  

Most respondents prioritised their local area (their property, household or 
community) as the focus of their interest in environmental management.  
Generally, their interest decreased with the perceived ódistanceô from their 
personal world, e.g. global environmental issues were less important than local 
issues. This is demonstrated in the following graph.  Respondents were asked to 
rate their priorities from 1 (highest) to 7 (lowest).  49.1% of respondents indicated 
ñFarmò as their top priority (see responses in Priority Rating 1). 58.6% of 
respondents indicated ñThe Worldò as their lowest priority (see Priority Rating 7).   
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Environmental Topics:  

Not surprisingly, given the preponderance of primary producers and landholders 
among the respondents, the priority topics overall were Sustainable Agricultural 
(farm/property) Management, followed closely by Soil Management and 
Sustainable Land Use.  Interestingly, a relatively high proportion of respondents 
rated Sustainable Energy and Living Sustainably as ñDefinitely Need to Knowò 
topics.   

Respondents differentiated between things they needed to know, as opposed to 
things they wanted to know (i.e. were interested in).  In the latter category, 
Protection of Native Species, Fire Management, Water Conservation and 
Managing Weeds were rated highly. Sustainable Communities and Sustainable 
Businesses / Farms / Properties were also listed as topics of interest.  

Given the priority focus on óthings localô, issues perceived to be more strategic or 
global (and less locally immediate) were the most likely to be rated as ñNot 
Interestedò, e.g. Climate Change and Peak Oil.  Nonetheless, while these topics 
did not rate highly as ñDefinitely Need to Knowò, a significant number of 
respondents rated them as ñInteresting to Knowò.  

What information do you need to keep your environment healthy?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Adapting to climate change

The impacts of peak oil

Fire management

Water conservation and

health

Soil Management

Sustainable agricultural

(farm/property) management

Sustainable land use (Ie

residential use, forestry,

industry, etc)

Not answered

Yes, I definitely need to know more

Would like to know more

Not interested
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Vegetation mangement

Managing weeds

Managing Feral Pests Rg

dogs, pigs

Biodiversity

Sustainable energy Eg solar,

wind

Living more sustainably

Protection of native species

(plants, trees, animals)

Not answered

Yes, I definitely need to know more

Would like to know more

Not interested

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Sustainable (environmentally

friendly) communities

Sustainable (environmentally

friendly) businesses and

farns/properties

Finding a good balance

between economic (the

bottomline), social and

environmental prioroties

OTHER: list any other topics

that interest you here:

Not answered

Yes, I definitely need to know more

Would like to know more

Not interested
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Business Resilience Topics:  

Respondents indicated nearly equal ñNeed to Knowò responses over the business 
capacity topics (financial, business, technology, marketing, work/life, systems and 
service literacy) showing an unanticipated consistency of interest.  In the ñInterested to 
Knowò categories, service and systems literacy were rated slightly higher than any 
others.  HR management was consistently rated lowest; this is consistent with the 
business profile of the region which is comprised mainly of family or spouse-partner 
enterprises with no or very few staff.  It is also consistent with a regional business 
culture that focuses on production, finance and systems as business success indicators, 
rather than people management.  

What information do you need to help keep your business healthy?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Knowing where to go for business

help and advice

Understanding ststems e.g. human

resources, tax, MYOB, legal issues,

workplace health & safety

Understanding and using technology

eg, ebanking, on-line marketing,

building web pages, using E-mail

how to develop markets eg.

Maintaining and growing your market

share

How to recruit and retain good staff

Understanding the work/life balance

Understanding the business lifecycle

Eg. Starting up/exiting/passing the

business on to your adult children

OTHER: list any other topics that

interest you here:

Not answered

Yes, I definitely need to know more

Would like to know more

Not interested

 



Implementation Plan: Building Capacity for Social and Economic Resilience in the Burnett Inland 
 

 

66 

 

 

 

Community Resilience Topics:  

The majority of respondents (57%) supported the idea of a cohesive and vibrant 
community and acted in support of this belief (i.e. through volunteering) ñsometimesò.  
Just over a third of participants was passionate supporters of ócommunityô and 
demonstrated this in their behaviour ña lot of the timeò.  Less than 10% were supportive, 
but didnôt have the time; and a tiny 1% indicated that ócommunityô was not a priority.  In 
short, the respondents in this survey were overwhelmingly supportive of the concept of 
ócommunityô and most acted in accordance with that belief to a medium-to-high degree.   

 

 

 

 

 

Information and capacity building on Partnership Building was rated as the factor most 
ñNeededò by the respondents in their volunteer community roles.  However, service, 
stress management, problem solving and networking emerged, by narrow margins, as 
the topics ñOf Interestò.  Leadership skills were the ñleast interesting or neededò topic.  
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What information do you need to keep your community healthy?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Where and how to access services

(eg baby clinics, mobile women's

health nurse, counselling) sporting,

aged care, etc.

Stress Management and coping

mechanisms

Problem solving skills

Leadership skills Eg self leadership or

group leadership

Building and maintaining partnerships

& resources Eg. Working with other

groups/Council, obtaining grants,

improving community infrastructure.

How to generate networking

opportunities within your own

communitiy. Eg. BBQ's, film nights,

community get-togethers, etc

Using E-mails and the Internet to keep

you community connected

OTHER: List any other topics that

interest you here:

Not answered

Yes, I definitely need to know more

Would like to know more

Not interested
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The Triple Bottom Line: Active Participation:  

Overall, nearly 50% of respondents were ñQuite Interestedò in getting involved in 
building a health and strong environment, business and community; while 26% were 
ñPassionateò and 23% were ñSometimes Interestedò.   Only 3% were ñNot Interestedò.  

The majority of respondents were most interested in building the health of their 
businesses.   

 

 

Rate your Priorities

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Environment

Commnity

Your business

3

2

1
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Communication and Engagement Preferences:  

 

At this time, most of the groups in which the respondents were involved used four or 
more methods for regular information transfer, communication and engagement with 
members (and with any wider óaudiencesô).  

Word-of-mouth was the most widely used to circulate information; however email 
newsletter, face-to-face and hard copy newsletters and flyers were also widely used.  
Please note that preferred methods of receiving information were slightly different to 
those for circulating information, e.g. email newsletter rated highly for receiving.  While 
this may seem paradoxical, the reason email newsletter are not used as much for 
information circulation as for information retrieval, is that many community members 
lack the skill to develop them.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents preferred to find out about skills workshops, or pick up specific technical 
knowledge that helped them to manage their environment, businesses and 
communities through face-to-face interaction and passive technology.  In both instance, 
respondents preferred ówhen the information came to themô (e.g. through a BRMG rep 
attending a groupôs meeting, or through an email newsletter) than when they had to ógo 
looking for itô (e.g. when it was posted on a website).   

If you are a member of a community group, how do they circulate their 
information? 

18% 

25% 

18% 

18% 

21% 

Hard copy newsletter 

Email newsletter 

General Emails 

Face to face 

Word of mouth 
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How do you generally access information about upcoming workshops, field days, seminars, etc?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Radio Eg. Regular radio shows, talkback,

news

Local Newspapers

State-wide newspapers Eg Qld Country

life, Courier Mail

Television

Community newsletters

School Newsletters

Industry newsletters/magazines Eg

Egforce, MLA

Direct mail flyers

Faxes

Emails

Posters in town

Websites

OTHER: list any other way you gather your

information from the media

Not answered

Most of the time

Sometimes

Unlikely

Never
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Face to Face:  

Most respondents preferred receiving information, which came óface-to-faceô, via 
representatives of a group, such as BMRG, attending the respondentsô existing 
meetings.  Alternatively, many respondents also liked to gain óface-to-faceô information 
by attending field days themselves.   

39% of respondents tended to prefer face-to-face / word-of-mouth communication 
modes rather than technology or print-based modes. 

Workshops were most acceptable as sources of face-to-face information when they 
were ñshort and sharpò (generally 3 hrs).  Week days were preferred; weekends and 
nights were least popular.  

What is the best way to get involved? 

FACE TO FACE

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Three hour workshops

Whole day workshops

On the weekend

At night

During the week

Representatives attending your existing

community group meeting

Field days

Annual calendar of training

Only when you ask for it

N/A

Most of the time

Sometimes

Unlikely

Never
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Technology: 

Emails were by far the preferred technology tool of choice. 43% of respondents 
commonly use/access emails and e-newsletters for information transfer, awareness 
raising and engagement.  

 

This result matched responses that showed a surprisingly high number of respondents 
(85%) had computers; 80% were active on email and the internet; and 43% had 
broadband.  

 

However, 34% still rely on slower technologies (i.e. slow upload speed) which 
drastically inhibit access to internet-based materials, websites and downloads, 
including flyers with graphics or photographs.  Nearly a fifth of respondents rated use of 
the internet for capacity building purposes (to find information or to find out when 
capacity building activities were being held) as ónot applicableô.   This is interesting 
when compared with the numbers that are active on email and internet (80%).  The 
exact cause of this anomaly is unknown.  

Your internet connection

46%

7%

27%

20%

Broadband

Dial-up

Satellite

N/A

 

 

Overall, the data showed that respondents preferred receiving information by email 
rather than face-to-face.  While this may appear surprisingly, given the rural preference 
for relationship-based communication, verbal feedback through the focus groups 
suggests that the preference is based on email and email newsletters from known and 
valued sources (i.e. where relationship, and perceptions of relevance and credibility 
already exist).    
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65% indicated that they had fax machines; yet only 18% used fax as an information tool 
within a community group context.  Unsurprisingly given their cost and accessibility, 
tele- and video conferences were only used ñSometimesò.  Given the majority age 
categories and the poor capacity of IT infrastructure in the Inland, it is perhaps not 
surprising that newer technologies that require good upload speeds and consistency, 
such as Pod casts, Webinars and Skype, were not preferred.   

However, it is surprising that websites were rated as least likely to be a staple source of 
information and were only used ñSometimesò.   

 

 

What technology do you possess?

85%

65%

14%

34%

1%

1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Do you have a computer?

Do you have a fax?

N/A

No

Yes
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What is the best way to get you involved?

TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

E-newsletters

Emails

Websites

Webinars

Videoconferences

Teleconferences

Podcasts

Skype

Videos (TV or web based)

N/A

Most of the time

Sometimes

Unlikely

Never

 

Print:   

Direct mail, the print media and hard copy newsletters were preferred sources of 
printed information. Noticeboards were least effective.  

What is the best way to get you involved?

PRINT OPTIONS

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Hardcopy newsletters

Stories in the paper

Direct Mail

Noticeboards in town

N/A

Most of the time

Sometimes

Unlikely

Never
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Access:  

Work, seasonal events and peak schedules: 

Given that the majority of participants are landholders who are part of family or spouse-
owner/manager enterprises, they (not surprisingly) indicated that issues such as lack of 
staff were not barriers to attendance at forums and workshops.  However seasonal 
events, such as end of financial year, weather or production schedules, had a 
significant affect on participation.  

Work Commitments
Do work commitments affect your ability to attend workshops/seminars?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Seasonal influences Eg harvest times

Weather influences

Peak times Eg end of financial year,

Christmas, BAS

No staff to replace you while you're

away, Eg. Can never leave the

business

Not answered

Always affects my
ability to attend

Sometimes can't
attend for this reason

No, never an issue

 

 

Distance: 

As a broad generalisation, most respondents indicated that they would drive for more 
than 20min to attend a workshop or seminar of interest. However, there were small 
variations, e.g. respondents in some locations in the South Burnett (toward Murgon) 
and in the Central Burnett (around Biggenden) were less willing to travel. This may 
relate to financial pressures in these communities.  Respondents in coastal 
communities were more likely to consider factors such as interest in the topic or costs 
before committing to a drive; while people in rural communities in the Inland were most 
likely to commit to driving as a given.  The responses were more pronounced when the 
drive was over an hour; yet followed roughly the same pattern.    
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Does distance become a factor when choosing whether you attend a workshop/seminar?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Would you be prepared to drive 20

minutes

Would you be prepared to drive for

one hour

Would you drive for longer than

one hour

Not answered

Yes

Maybe

No

 

 

 

Predictably, the greater the distance, the greater the barrier to participation.  While 
more than 60% said they would drive for 20min to attend a workshop or seminar, only 
30% indicated that they would drive for more than one hour; slightly more said ñmaybeò; 
just over 20% said ñNoò.   

Would you be prepared to drive 20 minutes to a workshop/seminar?

By Postcode

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

4552

4601

4605

4606

4608

4610

4615

4621

4625

4626

4627

4630

4650

4655

4670

4671

N/A

N/A

No

Maybe

Yes
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Would you be prepared to drive 1 hour to a workshop/seminar?

By Postcode

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

4552

4601

4605

4606

4608

4610

4615

4621

4625

4626

4627

4630

4650

4655

4670

4671

N/A

N/A

No

Maybe

Yes

 

Would you drive for longer than 1 hour to a workshop/seminar?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

4552

4601

4605

4606

4608

4610

4615

4621

4625

4626

4627

4630

4650

4655

4670

4671

N/A

N/A

No

Maybe

Yes
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Cost:  

93% of respondents indicated that cost was ñAlwaysò (45%) or ñMaybeò (48%) a factor 
in deciding whether to attend information sessions. The perceived relevance of the 
topic was an important determinant in deciding whether the cost was a barrier or not.  

Is cost a factor when deciding to attend information sessions?

7%

48%

45%
No

Maybe

Always

 

Fifty dollars was considered by the majority of respondents (38%) to be an acceptable 
price for an information session or seminar.  However, only 4% considered $10 to be 
acceptable, which is consistent with anecdotal information that people in this region 
value what they pay for (even if the actual amount is quite small).  

30% considered somewhere between $30-40 to be acceptable.  While higher costs 
were not ruled out (e.g. some indicated that they would pay $120), the number of 
respondents who were willing to pay over $50 declined significantly.  

General consensus, among respondents, was that a cost of between $30-50 was the 
most acceptable.  

Price you would be prepared to pay for an information session/seminar

4%

12%

15%

15%

38%

11%

5%

$10

$20

$30

$40

$50

$100

$120
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Family Impacts:  

As the majority of respondents were Empty Nesters, parents of older teenagers or 
Retirees, family impacts, such as the need for childcare, and holding meetings during 
school pick-up / drop-off times were generally rated as ñNot an Issueò.  

Sport and family commitments on the weekend were the most likely to create schedule 
conflicts; which is consistent with preferences not to have information sessions at night 
or on the weekend.  

 

Family Commitments

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

The ability to access childcare

School drop offs pick-ups

Family meal times

Sporting and other family/personal

commitments

Not answered

Always affects my ability to attend

Sometimes can't attend for this reason

No, never an issue
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SECONDARY (Matrixed Data) FINDINGS 

 

Please note that the following findings represent only a sample of the possible data 
comparisons available through this research process.  

Data was gathered according to age, gender, industry, profession and location.  
Using a data matrix, it is possible to provide óbreak downsô of, for example, the 
capacity priorities of different age brackets or industry sectors; or the delivery 
preferences according to gender or location. We can assess the economic 
resilience priorities (topic, communication and delivery mode) of a professional 
sector; or the technology preferences by age category.  

Given the sheer size of the possible data comparisons, we have provided only a few 
examples here, for your interest.  We are happy to provide specific data analysis on 
request.  

Gender-based preferences 

The majority of those who indicated multiple professions were female. Table 1 
below shows that among those with second profession, 75% of them were female 
while only 25% were male.  

 

 
Table 1: Gender Distribution of Second Profession 

 
second profession 

No Yes 

Gender Female  59 18 

 50.4% 75.0% 

 
Male  58 6 

 49.6% 25.0% 

Total  117 24 

 100.0% 100.0% 
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Environmental priorities (a comparison using average value) 

 

Graph 1 uses the average rate of each environment option as an indicator to 

represent the overall trend. 

 It reverses the rating scale so that ñ1ò represents the lowest priority and ñ7ò 
represents the highest priority.  

The graph indicates that ñFarmò was the highest priority (5.49). ñHouseholdò was the 
second highest priority (rating 4.97), which was only slightly higher than ñCommunityò 
(4.92). ñQueenslandò had an average rate of 4.1. ñAustraliaò and ñThe Worldò were 
rated as the lowest priority by the respondents, with an average rate of around 3.35 
and 2.47 respectively.  

This analysis indicates the same conclusion as presented in previous section of this 
report: respondentsô interest decreased with the perceived ódistanceô from their 
personal world. 

 

Graph 1: Average Rating across Different Environment Options 
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Average interest level of environmental information 

 

Graph 2.1, as shown below, shows the respondentsô average interest level over 
different environmental information.  

The value ñ1ò represents ñNot interestedò, ñ2ò represents ñWould like to know 
moreò, ñ3ò represents ñYes, I definitely need to know moreò.  

On average, sustainable agriculture, sustainable energy and sustainable land 
use were among the top three topics that participants óneeded to knowô to keep 
their environment healthy.   

Information about the impact of peak oil, fire management and pest management 
were rated lowest.  

There are slight variations when interest levels are compared to professions.  
Graph 2.2 to Graph 2.7 will show the average interest level across different 
information by different profession categories. 

 

 

 

Graph 2.1: Average rating of interest level in different environmental information 
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Average interest level of environmental information:  

profession-based preferences 

 

Graphs 2.2 to Graph 2.7 are presented in next few pages to show the average 
interest level of respondents from different profession categories across various 
environmental information. 
 
Value ñ1ò represents ñNot interestedò, ñ2ò represents ñWould like to know moreò, 
ñ3ò represents ñYes, I definitely need to know moreò. This rating scale is also 
explained in the bottom of each graph.  
 
Professions of respondents are categorised as below:  

Agriculture Professions:  

contract agriculture, farm contractor, famer, grazier, production 
supervisor and winemaker 

Business Professions:  

administration, bookkeeper, business owner, computer technician, 
manager, marketing, professional, sales representative, tax 
practitioner, technical officer, tradesperson and truck/bus driver. 

Government Professions:  

councillor and public servant 

Land Management Professions:  

engineer, environmental consultant, executive assistant and 
extension officer,  

Services Professions:  

creative arts, personal carer, teacher and teacher aide 

Parent/Retiree/Volunteer Professions:  

fulltime parent, home duties, retiree and volunteer 
 

The categories of government professions and parent/retiree/volunteer 
professions only include a relatively small number of respondents.  This  
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may indicate a small sample of government participants, which is consistent with 
the focus of the sampling (primarily on landholders and businesses).   However, 
the interpretation of lower response rate by parents / home duties / and 
volunteer is more interesting.   

A previous study (1999 - 2007) analysing identify, role, status and self-
perception showed that men and women will have a preferred definition of self, 
usually based on what they perceive to be their primary role in life.      

Most interestingly, according to the study, the majority of rural women no longer 
select óhome dutiesô, home-makerô, housewifeô or other ódomesticô identities as 
their primary role and identifier.  They define themselves by their professional 
titles (e.g. ófarmerô ómanagerô, óaccountantô, óteacherô) in the same way that men 
do.  The only significant difference between the genders is that women are more 
likely to include secondary roles, such as parent, e.g. ógrazierô and óparentô.    

While most of the participants in this study were actively involved in both 
parenting and home duties, and at least 54% were involved in volunteering, very 
few chose to identify themselves (in either primary or secondary role) in any of 
these categories.  

 

The following graphs show the priorities (in different environmental information) 
according to professional category (listed on page 85).  
 

 

 

 Graph 2.2: Average interest level in different environmental information of agriculture related 

professions 
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Graph 2.3: Average interest level in different environmental information of business professions 

 
 

 

Graph 2.4: Average interest level in different environmental information of government professions 
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Graph 2.5: Average interest level in different environmental information of land management 

professions 

 

 
Graph 2.6: Average interest level in different environmental information of services  

professions 

 


