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Introduction
Key findings

1. Highest motivations for landholders to participate in a conservation covenant
are 1) to protect their land in perpetuity; 2) restoration and conservation; 3) place
attachment (spiritual or historical connection to the land); 4) financial assistance; 5)
technical assistance in management. Both qualitative and quantitative analyses
support this conclusion.

2. Landholders expressed benefits from participating in the conservation covenant
program are 1) protection of their land in perpetuity; 2) technical assistance in
management; 3) restoration and conservation; 4) financial assistance in
management. Some landholders felt they received no benefits.

3. Generally, satisfaction is high amongst landholders but there are landholder
subgroups that are dissatisfied and feel that they are not supported by the
covenanting organisations.

4. While a majority of landholders do not have challenges in maintaining their land
for conservation (in fact many feel they go above and beyond the agreement) a
significant number of landholders face challenges such as age, financial and time
constraints, and self-efficacy issues.

5. Landholders perceive that the roles and responsibilities of conservation trusts and
agencies are to monitor the covenants for compliance issues, to help identify key
management issues and impart technical advice. A number of landowners believe
that a lack of monitoring "weakens" of the value of covenants.

6. Social networks of landholders are seen as potentially a great benefit but at the
moment a majority of respondents do not have access or are unaware of landholder
networking events.

7. Most landholders would maintain the size of their covenant even if they had an
option to amend or withdraw. Those that have attempted to adjust or amend the
covenant did so to support different land uses.
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Results
Response Rates

In NSW and Victoria, through NCT and TfN we followed a standard survey protocol
contacting covenant landholders (NSW n=128, Victoria n= 677) with one initial introductory
email followed by three emailed prompts to complete the survey. An additional posted
survey was sent to non-respondent landholders after the third reminder in hopes they would
be more inclined to complete a paper survey. Victorian landholders that did not have email
addresses (n=519) were contacted once through a mailed survey but because of cost
constraints we were unable to send follow-up mailings.

We had a response rate of 43.0% (n=55) from NCT landholders and 37 landholders
completed surveys online and additional 18 responded by mail. Of Victorian TfN landholders
176 responded online and 198 by post, a response rate of 31.6%. This includes the group of
landholders that do not have email and received only one mailing (12 surveys were returned
as posted the wrong address).

For Tasmania, DPIPWE sent out the initial survey via email to 397 followed by one reminder
email. We received a response rate of 24.7% (n=100). For a sizable group of landholders
(n=417), DPIPWE did not have email contacts and we were unable to secure addresses to
contact this group, potentially biasing the sample of landholders.

Landholder Demographics

Figure 1. Age groups of landholders by percentage per state and overall (n=454, NSW=43,
TAS= 71, VIC=340).
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Figure 2. Retired and employed landholders by percentage per state and overall (n=452,
NSW=43, TAS= 70, VIC=339).

Figure 3. Highest level of landholder education by percentage per state and overall (n=448,
NSW=43, TAS= 69, VIC=336).
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Figure 4. Landholder occupation by percentage per state and overall as classified by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics. Farmers have been separated from Managers for the
purpose of this research. Trade: Labourer, Machinery Operator and Driver and Technician
and Trade Worker; Clerical and Administrative: Clerical and Administrative Worker and
Sales Worker; Community: Community and Personal Service Worker (n=504, NSW=51,
TAS= 94, VIC=359).

Figure 5. Income brackets (Australian Bureau of Statistics) of landholders by percentage per
state and overall (n=445, NSW=43, TAS= 68, VIC=333).
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Figure 6. Upbringing of landholders by percentage per state and overall (n=514, NSW=51,
TAS= 96, VIC=367).

Photo Credit Nature Conservation Trust
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Covenants and the covenanting process

Figure 7. The means by which landholders first became aware of the covenanting program
by percentage per state and overall (n=507, NSW=51, TAS= 90, VIC=366). Other includes
Covenant property signs, staying at a BnB with a covenant, Garden Show Melbourne,
Australian Native Plant Club, Australian Conservation Foundation, Speaker at Melbourne
Bushwalkers

Figure 8. The means by which landholders enrolled in the conservation covenant program
by percentage per state and overall (n=506, NSW=51, TAS= 90, VIC=365).
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Table 1. Landholder's responses regarding the process of establishing covenants on their
land (n = 424, NSW=46, TAS=68, VIC=310).
Themes Respondents Example landholder remarks

Satisfied with process

(n=353)
NSW: 82.6%
TAS: 75.0%
VIC: 85.2 %

It cost us nothing it took a bit of time but not
excessive so that was ok.

Expressed complications
with process

(n=35)
NSW: 8.7%
TAS: 14.7%

VIC 6.8%

Took a long time once paperwork was
completed our end.

Time commitment was considerable.

Additional comments on the
ongoing expense for
management

(n=21)
NSW: 6.5%
TAS: 8.8%
VIC: 3.8%

I am now not adequately compensated for the
ongoing financial sacrifice but I was happy with
the cost and time involved in the initial
establishment.

Table 2. Landholder's reasons for purchasing land with a covenant already in place (n=77,
NSW=11, TAS=13, VIC=53,).
Themes Respondents Example landholder remarks

Conservation value
(n=36)

NSW: 45.5%
TAS: 61.5%
VIC: 43.3%

To take on the challenge of maintaining and enhancing
the biodiversity of the land.

Place Attachment and
enjoyment

(n=23)
NSW: 18.1%
TAS: 30.7%
VIC 32.0%

Alignment with personal values.

Not a factor during
purchase

(n=8)
NSW: 9.0%
TAS: 7.6%
VIC: 11.3%

The land suited my needs the covenant had no impact
on my decision to buy other than the protection it had
given it.
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Figure 9. Landholders that have one or more covenants on their land per state and overall
(n=523, NSW=52, TAS= 98, VIC=373).

Figure 10. The percentage of a landholders land covered by the covenant by percentage
per state and overall (n=473, NSW=48, TAS= 83, VIC=342).
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Figure 11. The length of time covenants have been in place by percentage per state and
overall (n=468, NSW=51, TAS= 81, VIC=336).

Figure 12. The length of time the covenanted land has been held by the landholders or their
family by percentage of landholders per state and overall (n=517, NSW=50, TAS= 96,
VIC=368).
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Landholder residency and activities

Figure 13. Absentee or residents on covenanted land by percentage per state and overall
(n=514, NSW=51, TAS=96, VIC=368).

Figure 14. Number of weeks a year landholders spend on their covenanted property by
percentage of landholders per state and overall (n=453, NSW=48, TAS= 87, VIC=318).
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Figure 15. Landholders who do and do not derive their main source of income from their
covenanted land by percentage per state and overall (n=516, NSW=52, TAS=94, VIC=370).

Figure 16. The income generating activities of (n=174) landholders that derive an income
from their covenanted land by percentage per state and overall. Some may have been
confused by the question and included activities that take place on other parts of their land.
Other income generating activities include: offsets (biodiversity, sun moth, habitat, industrial,
vegetation (n=14), fruits, grapes and stone fruits (n= 11), rental properties (n=8), cropping
(n=7), nursery/native seed collection (n= 6), art exhibitions (n=3), horses riding (2), essential
oil production (n=2), cheesmaking, raptor flight demonstrations, salmon farm, wildlife shelter,
Environmental Stewardship Program.
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Table 3. Changes of income generating activities over the past 5 years on covenanted land
(n=39, NSW=4, TAS=5, VIC=34).

Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Reduced grazing

(n=13)
NSW: 50.0%
TAS: 40.0%
VIC: 26.5%

Grazing intensity is greatly reduced.

No cattle or alpaca grazing.

Income generating
activities ceased

(n=6)
NSW: 25.0%
TAS: 20.0%
VIC: 11.8%

Nursery site closed and we are replanting the site.

I used to run the place as an eco-tourism facility and
take people into the land but now I have had to close
this activity.

Increased grazing

(n=5)
NSW: 0.0%

TAS: 20.05%
VIC: 11.8%

Sheep added.

More grazing.

Others answers included seed collection, forest management, no activities five years ago,
ecotourism, offsets and tenders.

Figure 17. Landholders that belong to other environmental organisations by percentage per
state and overall (n=509, NSW=51, TAS= 94, VIC=364).
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Figure 18. The environmental organisations that landholders are members of by percentage
per state and overall (n=341, NSW=37, TAS= 53, VIC=251). (ESP = Environmental Stewardship
Program).

Photo Credit Dean Ingwersen
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Landholder goals, motivations and covenant benefits

Table 4. Landholder long-term goals for their land (n=481, NSW=49, TAS=87, VIC=345).
Themes Respondents Example landholder remarks

Conservation (n=230)
NSW: 46.9%
TAS: 47.1%
VIC: 48.1%

Enhancing and maintaining native vegetation and
animal species and eliminating weeds and pests.

Covenanted areas will remain fenced off from stock.
Weeds will be controlled feral animals will be controlled
regrowth and regeneration of plants will be
encouraged.

Protect into
perpetuity

(n=127)
NSW: 20.4%
TAS: 26.4%
VIC: 27.2%

To ensure it remains as remnant bushland with no
development ever.

To protect all my planted trees of significant species
value for the future. There are approx. 20 000 different
trees planted by me during 36 years.

Sustainable
Farming

(n=60)
NSW: 18.4%
TAS: 12.6%
VIC: 11.6%

For it to remain a robust and viable family farm whilst
being considerate to our conservation areas and
remnant native vegetation.

Successional
Goals

(n=52)
NSW: 8.2%
TAS: 16.1%
VIC: 9.9%

To sell it to someone who will appreciate it for what it is
and nurture it accordingly.

To retain it in the family.

Place to Live

(n=42)
NSW: 10.2%
TAS: 13.8%
VIC: 7.2%

We are building our family home on our land.

We are going to build off the grid on the uncovenanted
part and live there after 2017.

Financial Goals

(n=39)
NSW: 12.2%
TAS: 10.3%
VIC: 7.0%

Small scale farming and ecotourism

Income from conservation offsets, carbon etc. I need
an income from it and need advice regarding options

Integrated approach providing several income streams.

Table 5. Landholder motivations for placing covenants on their land (n=420, NSW=44,
TAS=87, VIC=345).

Motivation
Number of

respondentsReason 1 Reason 2 Reason 3 Reason 4 Reason 5
Protect into Perpetuity 282 42 14 1 0 339
Conservation 64 45 30 13 0 152
Place Attachment 19 33 18 9 0 79
Financial assistance 16 19 18 12 6 71
Technical assistance 0 14 15 9 5 43
Obligatory 23 0 1 1 0 25
Social Networks 2 4 3 3 6 18

Other comments not included in this table as motivations were that the land covenanted is
Agriculturally Worthless (n=15) and they Lack Confidence in the Government (n=7) and
Covenants Benefit Farming (n=6).
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Table 6. The benefits landholders cited as a result of being involved in the covenanting
program (n=456, NSW=45, TAS=73, VIC=338) divided into main categories/themes and
listed in order of frequency mentioned.

Themes Respondents Example landholder remarks
Protection into
Perpetuity

(n=147)
NSW: 28.9%
TAS: 31.5%
VIC: 32.8%

I love knowing that I'm leaving a legacy, that I can make a
difference.

Security in knowledge that endangered vegetation is
protected.

Technical Assistance

(n=110)
NSW: 26.7%
TAS: 15.0%
VIC: 24.9%

Involvement resulted in increased awareness or knowledge
of threats to native vegetation, management priorities and
prompted further learning.

On-going support, guidance and help we get from the staff
involvement.

Conservation/
Place attachment

(n=70)
NSW: 22.2%
TAS: 13.7%
VIC: 14.8%

A sense of pleasure and achievement that the area has
responded positively to exclusion of cattle and planting of
indigenous species.

No Benefit
(n=62)

NSW: 15.6%
TAS: 17.8%
VIC: 12.4%

To be honest we've received very little benefit at all. There's
some financial reward, in the form of a rebate from the local
council but we have not received and would prefer support
from the TFN on a regular basis.

Not really sure due to lack of recognition by shire council and
property devaluation

Financial Assistance

(n=55)
NSW: 24.4%
TAS: 11.0%
VIC: 10.7%

It has allowed me to return these wetlands to original (non-
grazed) status because of the financial assistance.

Having a covenant can influence other grants we receive for
conservation, but the motivation for a covenant is not for
money, it’s to look after the land.

Social Networks

(n=42)
NSW: 15.6%
TAS: 5.5%
VIC: 9.2%

Like-minded community to network and interact.

Contact with other like-minded, concerned people and the
encouragement and advice given.

Enjoyment/ Pride

(n=38)
NSW: 4.4%
TAS: 9.6%
VIC: 8.6%

Family enjoyment of the bush…validates my effort to look
after the place.

Pride in maintaining land in best possible condition

Wellbeing

(n=24)
NSW: 4.4%
TAS: 10.9%
VIC: 4.1%

Living in a natural environment and appreciating the diversity
and beauty of our native fauna and flora around us every day
is essential to my wellbeing.

Great for my mental health in a world when the news about
climate change and destruction of the environment is ever
present

Raise Awareness
(n=8)

NSW: 2.2%
TAS: 2.7%
VIC: 2.1%

Creating an environment where the community can see what
I am doing.

I think it makes others more aware of our commitment to
conservation.
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Landholders Roles and Capacity

Table 7. Comments received regarding landholders opinions of the conditions of the
agreement (n=460, NSW=49, TAS=73, VIC=338).
Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Satisfied
(n=426)

NSW: 100%
TAS: 82.2%
VIC: 93.9%

The conditions are per our written request when the
covenant was applied for very satisfied.

Providing you state what you want in the agreement
for a start it is easy.

Restrictive

(n=29)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 17.8%
VIC: 4.7%

No activity is really allowed that has any reward
(financial).

I would like to change some of my dams to make
them more friendly to wildlife, but any such work is
prohibited

Wish they never
entered

(n=4)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 0.0%
VIC: 1.2%

Not that pleased - lock it up and leave it mentality

I feel burdened and stressed

Table 8. The perceived roles and responsibilities of landholders in managing their covenants
(n=467, NSW=49, TAS=73, VIC=345)

Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Protect and
enhance the land

(n=211)
NSW: 32.7%
TAS: 53.4%
VIC: 45.2%

To leave any land in a much improved state as
naturally as possible. Have as little impact on land as
possible to return land to nature.

To protect and improve the flora and fauna on the
property.

Manage weeds and
pests

(n=128)
NSW: 30.6%
TAS: 22.0%
VIC: 28.1%

To be the best custodian I can possibly be. The battle
against introduced weeds and the total havoc caused
by deer is daunting.

Maintain the natural forest and prevent weed build up.

Comply with the
agreement

(n=127)
NSW: 20.4%
TAS: 26.4%
VIC: 27.2%

Maintain the covenant in line with guidelines.

As spelt out in the covenant keeping the property free
of noxious weeds feral animals etc.

Raise Awareness
and demonstrate
value to others

(n=29)
NSW: 12.2%
TAS: 23.3%
VIC: 6.1%

To prepare/educate my family to continue looking after
the land when I am no longer about.

To speak up and tell others about what we've done
here so they get positive information which discounts
the common talk that covenants 'devalue' your
property.  We challenge the definition of 'value' to our
neighbours and friends.

There was also mention of Reporting Illegal Behaviour (n=9) by members of the public or
neighbours.
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Figure 19. Landholders that carry out activities above and beyond those prescribed by their
covenant management agreements per state and overall (n=465, NSW=47, TAS= 73,
VIC=345)

Table 9. Activities landholders undertake that they believe to be above and beyond the
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Table 10. Landholder responses to how they feel about their ability or capacity to
achieve the requirements stipulated in conservation covenant agreements (n=461,
NSW=49, TAS=72, VIC=340).

Respondents Example landholder remarks
Landholders are
meeting their
responsibilities

(n=314)
NSW: 84.8%
TAS: 63.9%
VIC: 72.9%

Funding has helped greatly

We are capable of meeting the goals

Issues with Age
(n=83)

NSW: 22.4%
TAS: 9.7%
VIC: 19.1%

As I get older it gets harder; need more flexibility and
experiment with management control

We are managing to carry out our obligations so far,
but I am 78 and my wife is 76, so maybe a bit of
financial help to engage some assistance in the future
would help.

My age and physical condition now makes it pretty well
impossible for me to comply with the tenants of the
conservation agreement.

Expense of work
(n=58)

NSW: 16.3%
TAS: 16.7%
VIC: 10.9%

We can't achieve everything as there is a lot of work to
do and can't afford to pay someone to do it for us.

All fair and reasonable but ongoing financial assistance
is required for time and expenses.

Expensive and difficult to manage as a private
landowner. Work off site supported the covenant.

Self-efficacy issues
(n=45)

NSW: 4.1%
TAS: 8.3%
VIC: 10.9%

I have immense difficulty. No support and neighbours
are not of the same thinking.

Not really coping. Would be nice to have more help.

Time issues

(n=27)
NSW: 12.2%
TAS: 2.7%
VIC: 5.6%

Not enough time and energy, Too big a job!

Conservation burning
support

(n=35)
NSW: 4.1%
TAS: 12.5%
VIC: 7.1%

Would like to do ecological burning but need support
from various bodies.

Would like more support on ecological thinning and
burning

Absentee landholders

(n=10)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 8.3%
VIC: 1.2%

Whatever they are we are basically unable to achieve
as we are absent owners.
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Covenanting agencies roles and capacity

Table 11. Landholder comments regarding the perceived role of the covenanting agencies
(n=437, NSW=45, TAS=72, VIC=320).

Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Technical
assistance

(n=261)
NSW: 53.3%
TAS: 31.9%
VIC: 66.9%

Tell us what's available - funding options; advice ie
management of site; inspect sometimes.

Actively engage and work with covenant holders to
support their management.

At least an inspection of the property or a phone call to
touch base. In the 8 years we have been here there
has been no contact only letters, magazines or
correspondence asking for money.

Monitor the
program

(n=153)
NSW: 20.0%
TAS: 13.9%
VIC: 41.9%

To ensure that we observe the terms of the covenant
and that it will continue after my lifetime

Who polices the people who abuse covenants that are
on farms they have bought? No one it seems.

Periodic inspection re fencing etc. Supervision during
change of ownership as all members worry that new
owners will not care for the covenant areas.

Raise Awareness

(n=55)
NSW: 2.2%
TAS: 4.2%
VIC: 10.6%

Countrywide more emphasis should be taken to involve
private landholders to participate in conservation
programmes.
.
Represent us as a group to federal and state
authorities.

Figure 20. The number of times landholders have met with an extension officer since the
covenant was placed on the property for all three states (n=426, NSW=46, TAS=72,
VIC=308).
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Table 12. Landholder opinions regarding the number and duration of extension officer visits
they receive (n=425, NSW=45, TAS=69, VIC=311).
Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Satisfied
(n=231)

NSW: 64.4%
TAS: 52.2%
VIC: 53.3%

Happy knowing I can call on help when required.

No issues

Dissatisfied (n=147)
NSW: 31.1%
TAS: 33.3%
VIC: 35.4%

Don't feel anything, because they are non-existent -
then I run the risk of being blamed for poor
management, when they haven’t done anything.
Would like more contact last visit 1999;
The lack of contact is of concern as when the property
passes into other hands its maintenance may not be as
good as it is at present.

Generally it is fleeting - does not usually result in a visit
to the property to discuss management.

Agencies would do
more if they had
sufficient funding

(n=19)
NSW: 2.2%
TAS: 4.3%
VIC: 4.8%

Unsure if there are enough resources for improvements
would rather they are dedicated to priorities and these
then communicated.

Like other organisations they seem under resourced.

Do not want any
interaction

(n=15)
NSW: 2.2%
TAS: 7.2%
VIC: 2.9%

I don't need the contact anyway.

Have no need for help.

Figure 21. Landholder preferred number of visits by a trust or agency representative by
percentage per state and overall (n=458, NSW=47, TAS= 72, VIC=339). The Other category
is split into As Needed (n=43), Twice a year (n=26) with a few comments requesting visits to
be at different times of the year so that seasonal changes on properties can be appreciated.

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

None Once every
Three years

Once a
Year

3 Times a
year

Other

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 La
nd

ho
ld

er
s (

%
)

Prefered Number of Visits

NSW

TAS

VIC

States Combined



24

Table 13: Comments from landholders regarding the assistance they have received from
covenanting agencies to date (n=455, NSW=48, TAS=73, VIC=334)

Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Satisfied
(n=267)

NSW: 66.7%
TAS: 58.9%
VIC: 57.5%

Technical assistance is good

Great team.

Landholders
dissatisfied and feel
that the assistance
provided was limited

(n=73)
NSW: 8.3%
TAS: 16.4%
VIC: 17.1%

Pretty inadequate - very little real assistance.

Would like more involvement with advice or
management or surveys.

They sporadically ask to do a site visit and I don't get
feedback from them unless I request it.

Landholders have not
received assistance
since covenant has
been in place

(n=72)
NSW: 25.0%
TAS: 16.4%
VIC: 15.9%

Have never received assistance

Have not had any help.

I do know. I have owned property for nearly one year
and have not had any communication with agency.

Assistance has
declined over the
years

(n=28)
NSW: 2.1%
TAS: 8.2%
VIC: 6.3%

Fine until last three years when it disappeared

Was very good in previous years but has tapered off in
recent years

Table 14. Landholder comments regarding the information provided by the
covenanting agencies (n=431, NSW=45, TAS=67, VIC=319).
Themes Respondents Example landholder remarks
Useful and
Relevant

(n=306)
NSW: 77.8%
TAS: 74.6%
VIC: 69.3%

Can be very informative and useful.

Newsletters and general info very interesting.

Never had any

(n=46)
NSW: 2.8%
TAS: 16.4%
VIC: 10.7%

Have had none – still waiting.

None provided

Minimal

(n=18)
NSW: 2.8%
TAS: 4.4%
VIC: 4.3%

No information for many years.

There isn't a lot - usually related to events.

Not tailored to
property

(n=14)
NSW: 4.4%
TAS: 4.5%
VIC: 2.8%

Slim. Where I live has a quite different land type than
other areas.

The information we receive is largely from general
newsletter/emails. Would prefer more personal contact
and relevant information for our property.

Unhelpful

(n=10)
NSW: 2.8%
TAS: 2.2%
VIC: 2.5%

I use other sources to obtain information.

Completely irrelevant and impractical.
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Financial Incentives

Table 15. Landholder responses to whether they received financial incentives to enrol and if
they did so what these were (n=452, NSW=49, TAS=73, VIC=330).
Incentive Respondents Example landholder remarks

None
(n=231)

NSW: 36.7%
TAS: 43.8%
VIC: 54.8%

No. We only owned the property from 2004 and the
conservation covenant was already activated

Certainly not the reason I put a covenant on my land
but later did find out I could get a rebate on council
rates which is really super.

Rates Rebates, Tax
Reductions

(n=84)
NSW: 28.6%
TAS: 19.2%
VIC: 20.0%

… gives us $250 p/a off rates which is nice.

Yes, reduced local rates

Grants/CMA
Grants

(n=62)
NSW: 24.5%
TAS: 8.2%
VIC: 13.3%

$15 000 to eradicate weeds over 5 years

Small grant to cover some fencing

Yes CMA four year funding to plant endangered
species.

No however, previously in 2010 received an incentive
from GBCMA (federally funded) for managing yellow
box /grey box - 10 year management plan.

CA Funding,
Fencing, Legal
Fees

(n=44)
NSW: 24.5%
TAS: 11.0%
VIC: 7.6%

Yes fencing and weed clearing

We didn't have to pay legal or survey costs which
would have been prohibitive. A definite

One off Payment

(n=18)
NSW: 2.0%
TAS: 15.1%
VIC: 1.8%

Yes - A single up-front payment of $100 per ha up front.

There was an incentive paid to me. I think it was a sum
of $10,000 for conserving 26 ha of remnant forest

Enable leverage
offsets

(n=10)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 0.0%
VIC: 27.2%

It was necessary for us to place a covenant on our land
for the offset program to go ahead we gain financial
support through that.
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Table 16. Landholder reasons for why they have or have not applied for financial assistance
(n=427, NSW=45, TAS=71, VIC=311).
Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Applied for Assistance 45.2% (n=193)

Help for
management tasks

(n=99)
NSW: 35.6%
TAS: 21.1%
VIC: 21.9%

The cost of weed removal is ongoing and beyond my
means

Fencing grant. Suggested at initial recruitment.

Applied to allow improvements to land to be financed

Advised to do so

(n=39)
NSW: 6.7%
TAS: 15.5%
VIC: 8.0%

Small grants - these came about mainly by approaches
made to us by Connecting Country

We only applied because we were approached by
LandCare.

Reduced rates

(n=26)
NSW: 8.9%
TAS: 11.3%
VIC: 4.5%

Council rates are expensive. It makes sense to claim
an exemption for the portion of the land that cannot be
used. It would be crazy, in my opinion, not to apply for
rate relief.

Happened
Automatically
(rates rebates)

(n=22)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 4.2%
VIC: 6.1%

It appeared on my rates value automatically

The council rates relief just happened - no paperwork. I
hate paper work :)

Did not apply for assistance 65.3% (n=279)
Landholders
unaware of
financial
assistance they
could apply for

(n=128)
NSW: 20.0%
TAS: 39.4%
VIC: 29.3%

Unaware of these things.

I didn't know they were available

Knew the council would help but didn't know about
others.

Not aware of possibilities.

Not available – not
offered by councils
or applicable

(n=86)
NSW: 2.2%
TAS: 8.5%
VIC: 9.3%

I wrote to council seeking rate relief but council
responded by saying it was not the policy. I never
bothered again though the policy may have changed.

They were not relevant to my situation.

Not needed

(n=36)
NSW: 8.9%
TAS: 9.9%
VIC: 8.4%

Don't need additional management funds at the
moment time is more limiting than $!

We bought the land for leisure/recreational purposes
not financial so there was no real loss of potential
income involved.

Time consuming
and arduous
process

(n=29)
NSW: 11.1%
TAS: 7.0%
VIC: 9.3%

Too much trouble without knowledge

Felt it would be a waste of time.

I knew of them but didn't apply because the terms and
conditions of the incentives felt rather complicated to
me. Furthermore, I was unable to invest more time and
energy into the grants due to family commitments.



27

Figure 22. The financial incentives landholders that applied for by percentage across all
three states (n=435).

Figure 23. The number of successful and unsuccessful applications for financial incentives
made by landholders in New South Wales (n=58).
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Figure 24. The number of successful and unsuccessful applications for financial incentives
made by landholders in Tasmania (n=61).

Figure 25. The number of successful and unsuccessful applications for financial incentives
made by landholders in Victoria (n=316).
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Table 17. Landholder reasons for why they felt the applications they made were
unsuccessful (n=108, NSW=19, TAS=14, VIC=75)
Themes Respondents Example landholder remarks

Council
indifference

(n=46)
NSW: 47.4%
TAS: 21.4%
VIC: 45.3%

Council unsympathetic to environmental issues.

I cannot understand why we can't get discounts on our
Local Land Services rates when we aren't allowed
animals.

Local Council rates relief was not granted because the
Council struggles to provide services due to a low
population and rates base.

Difficult
application
process

(n=19)
NSW: 31.6%
TAS: 21.4%

VIC: 12.0%%

Too many applicants

I certainly knew nothing of the department I was
applying to or the process of grant application and
being an isolated small block we are little known to
conservation hierarchy.

I applied for Foundation for National Parks grant the
first year I was unsuccessful as I did not know how to
do the grant application properly, the second year I was
successful for a small grant for fencing.

Landholders were asked to rank financial incentives they would prefer with 1 being the most
important and 5 being the least.

Table 18. Landholder ranking of potential financial incentives (n=380)

Financial
Incentive

Preference
1

Preference
2

Preference
3

Preference
4

Preference
5

Total

Local government
rates exemptions

285 58 30 6 1 380

Income tax
concession

41 133 129 32 5 340

Tax deduction 30 96 123 75 7 331

Livestock rates
exemption

5 20 25 159 98 307

Prefer no incentive 36 42 19 34 184 315
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While Table 18 shows a landholder preference for local government rates exemption this
may reflect the current understanding of landholders. Currently, rates exemptions are likely
to be more familiar as they are already available to most landholders. Income tax
concessions and deductions are not yet available to landholders, which may explain why they
are ranked lower than rates exemptions, despite the higher financial benefits that may be
garnered by the two bundled income tax incentives.

Incentives descriptions for Table 18

Local government rates exemption: entitled to automatic exemption of rates for the
covenant area

Income tax concession: entitled to annual financial deductions against assessable income
for all conservation work expenditure associated with covenanted land

Tax deduction: entitled to claim tax deduction for any loss in value of the land as a result
of place a covenant on the title

Livestock Rates Exemption: entitled to automatic exemption of livestock rates for all
landholders with covenants

No Incentives: financial incentives are not important and would not apply for any of these

options if available

Landholder opinions regarding property bequests

Table 19. Landholder responses to whether they had considered bequeathing their
covenanted properties to the covenanting agencies (n= 449, NSW=49, TAS=72, VIC=328)

Respondents Example landholder remarks

Would not bequest
land to CA

(n=317)
NSW: 83.7%
TAS: 63.9%
VIC: 70.1%

No. Land is being left in the family.

No would rather sell to interested buyer as my children
need the financial help.

We will need proceeds of property sale for next
purchase as we downsize so unfortunately no.

Would bequest
property to CA

(n=70)
NSW: 15.5%
TAS: 11.1%
VIC: 16.8%

The land concerned is surrounded by cropping land so
logistically could not go to another owner

Already done in will.

Yes we would be to ensure the land is always
effectively managed.

Unsure

(n=60)
NSW: 2.0%
TAS: 1.3%
VIC: 12.5%
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The importance of social networks

Table 20. Landholder comments regarding the social events organised by the covenanting
agencies as well as awards and recognition that is offered (n=428, NSW=45, TAS=68,
VIC=315).

Respondents Example landholder remarks

Satisfied
(n=119)

NSW: 44.4%
TAS: 23.5%
VIC: 26.3%

They're valuable.

Positive- need to know right things to do and
appreciation of time and effort by the land holder.

No Interest
(n=97)

NSW: 10.9%
TAS: 16.2%
VIC: 25.4%

Not fussed, not why I do it.

We couldn't care less. I doubt people participate in it for
awards.

Unaware of These

(n=50)
NSW: 4.4%
TAS: 20.6%
VIC: 10.8%

Don't know much about this

Never heard of them.

Aware but not
attended yet
(n=45)

(n=45)
NSW: 6.7%
TAS: 20.5%
VIC: 8.8%

Have not participated in any, so impossible to know.
We plan to be involved in the future.

Distance of event

(n=40)
NSW: 8.9%
TAS: 7.4%
VIC: 9.8%

Usually done very distant from my property so minimal
involvement.

Really good but would like to see some more activity in
our area.

Don’t want awards

(n=24)
NSW: 8.8%
TAS: 2.9%
VIC: 5.7%

I just want to protect the land I have no wish for
events/awards/recognition.

Waste of time and money.

Would like more
chances to
network with other
covenant holders

(n=24)
NSW: 4.4%
TAS: 2.9%
VIC: 6.3%

Would like to see more contact information regarding
other covenanters in the vicinity and maybe some form
of social gathering.

Having an opportunity to get together with other
covenanters is very important to me. Hearing how
others solve problems is helpful.

No Time

(n=21)
NSW: 6.7%
TAS: 1.4%
VIC: 5.4%

I would like to attend more events however due to work
commitments are unable to do so.
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Table 21. Comments expressing landholder satisfaction with the number and duration of
these social events (n=331, NSW=38, TAS=53, VIC=240).
Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Satisfied

(n=91)
NSW: 28.9%
TAS: 28.3%
VIC: 27.1%

I have no problem.

Fine, seems ok.

Dissatisfied

(n=53)
NSW: 31.5%
TAS: 9.4%
VIC: 14.5%

Too infrequent

No local regional events that aware of some would be
of benefit subject to resources to run them.

Could be more - spread out during year not just in
spring when everyone is busy.

Don’t know

(n=48)
NSW: 5.2%
TAS: 9.4%
VIC: 17.1%

Never attended any events and wouldn't know how
many are conducted per year.

Not interested

(n=46)
NSW: 10.5%
TAS: 7.5%
VIC: 15.8%

No opinion

None for me thanks.

Table 22. Landholder comments regarding the number of contacts they have with other
covenant holders in a year (n=444, NSW=46, TAS=72, VIC=326).
Frequency Respondents Example landholder remarks

Never

243 (41,181,21)
(n=243)

NSW: 45.7%
TAS: 56.9%
VIC: 55.5%

Never wrong state too hard.

Never, maybe a blog or facebook page should be setup
for this.

Several times a
year

(n=144)
NSW: 50.0%
TAS: 31.9%
VIC: 31.0%

Some years lots and other years none

Once a year with local covenanters who choose to
come.

Many times due to activities with other conservation
organisations.

Rarely

(n=51)
NSW: 6.5%

TAS: 9.7
VIC: 12.6%

Rarely but I would welcome more integration

Once in 15 years
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Figure 26. Landholder feelings toward the benefits of social networks by percentage per
state and overall (n=449, NSW=43, TAS= 72, VIC=334).

Table 23. Reasons given by landholders explaining why meeting other covenant landholders
is beneficial (n=264, NSW=35, TAS=32, VIC=197).

Respondents Example landholder remarks

Information and
knowledge
exchange

(n=131)
NSW: 51.4%
TAS: 56.3%
VIC: 48.2%

Opportunity to discuss current issues.

To be kept updated with land changes and wildlife
changes and any new information that may be of
benefit.

Learn from each other. Meet people with common
interests provide or receive support.

Sense of
community and
friendship

(n=70)
NSW: 31.4%
TAS: 21.9%
VIC: 26.2%

Meeting like-minded people with similar goals learn
about different techniques and points of view.

Mutual support and understanding. It is inspiring to see
what others do and feel part of a community.

Problem solving
and pooling of
resources

(n=34)
NSW: 5.7%
TAS: 12.5%
VIC: 14.2%

Discussion of similar problems and possible solutions
e.g. fencing and protection of newly planted stock.

Our group of covenanters has taken a collective
approach to management so we can achieve through
grants and working bees what would be too daunting
as individuals.
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Covenant amendments and attempts at removal

Figure 27. How landholders would like to adjust their amount of covenanted land if they had
their time over expressed as a percentage of landholders per state and overall (n=465,
NSW=46, TAS= 74, VIC=345).

Covenant amendments

The term amended is used here to mean – any change the covenant landholders requested
to have made regarding their covenants from allowing to be buried on the site to increasing
the area under covenant (see Table 23). Only six people failed to get the changes they
requested and only one person tried to have the covenant fully removed from the title of their
land.

Figure 28. Percentage of landholders who have and have not attempted to make
adjustments to their covenant per state and overall (n=471, NSW=46, TAS= 76, VIC=349).
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Table 24. Landholder reasons for trying to have their covenants amended (n=53, NSW=6,
TAS=10, VIC=37).
Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Address Residential
Zoning

(n=11)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 30.0%
VIC: 21.6%

I am currently trying to clarify my covent and domestic
area use

I changed the site of my domestic area to a spot further
away from a neighbouring gravel pit.

To increase
covenanted area

(n=10)
NSW: 33.3%
TAS: 0.0%
VIC: 21.6%

Increase to include adjoining land.

Wanting to increase the area of land protected to
enlarge the protected area on the property.

Allow for other land
use types

(n=8)
NSW: 50.0%
TAS: 8.1%
VIC: 54.0%

I've added my partner and my ability to be buried on
our property.

We required some of the Land for Agricultural
efficiencies so we offered up better riparian country and
more of it in trade for that which came back to
Agriculture.

Align boundaries

(n=8)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 0.0%
VIC: 21.6%

Title change to align boundaries

Treatment of title boundary increase was treated as a
subdivision which the covent deed precluded -
covenant was changed.

Change infrastructure
and servicing

(n=5)
NSW: 16.7%
TAS: 20.0%
VIC: 5.4%

One short length of track added with approval

It was necessary for an irrigation pipe to be put under
part of the area

Allow animals

(n=4)
NSW: 0.0%
TAS: 0.0%
VIC: 10.8%

Added the right for owners to have dogs.

The person who drew up my original covenant talked
me into allowing certain animals to be here I was never
happy with this and eventually asked if I could have
that deleted.

Photo credit Nature Conservation Trust
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Stewardship Functions Inventory Results

The Stewardship Functions Inventory (SFI) a psychometric instrument developed, to assess
the types of motivations that drive landowners to participate in private land conservation
founded on Clary et al. (1998) research into volunteer motivations. The SFI was used in
South Africa to measure the motivations of landholders participating in a private land
biodiversity stewardship program (Selinske et al. 2015). The SFI is comprised of 10
motivation subscales (Table 1) of 46 items using a five point Likert scale (5 Strongly agree, 4
Agree, 3 Neutral, 2 Disagree, 1 Strongly disagree). Additionally, a scale of 16 items was used
to measure satisfaction of landholders and the commitment to the covenant program.

Figure 29 Landholder motivations to participate in and satisfaction with the conservation
covenant program based on the Stewardship Functions Inventory Likert scale. Results are
the combined three states.
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Table 25. The Stewardship Functions Inventory (adapted from Selinske et al. 2015 and
Clary et al. 1998)

Conservation Values

The individual enrolls in a covenanting program
in order to express or act on the value of
conservation.

Stewardship Extension

A covenant offers a chance for a landholder to
receive visits from and build a relationship with
an extension officer. (Moon & Cocklin 2011)

Stewardship Partnership

A landholder participates in the covenanting
program to be part of a joint effort or larger
movement to protect nature. (Rissman & Sayre
2012; Cooke et al. 2012)

Stewardship Incentives

A landowner is interested in the financial
incentives available to covenant landholders  (i.e.
land tax exclusion, income tax reduction, or
grants). (Miller et al. 2010; Moon & Cocklin 2011)

Social Network

The covenanting program gives the landowner an
opportunity to expand their social network by
meeting new people (Pasquini et al. 2009)

Place Attachment

The landholder enrolls in a covenanting program
as a result of a strong emotional or spiritual
relationship with the land often referred to as “a
sense of place” (Farmer et al. 2011; Cross et al.
2011).

Business (adapted from VFI Career)

The landholder has the goal of enhancing a
business activity; which takes place on the
covenanting property through marketing or
reserve status.

Understanding

The landholder is seeking to learn more about
biodiversity and how best to manage it on their
land.

Social (Normative)

The covenanting program allows an individual to
strengthen his or her social relationships and
conform to social expectations.

Ego Enhancement

A landholder can grow and develop
psychologically through participation by
protecting their land with a covenant.

Ego Protection

The individual uses the covenanting program to
reduce negative feelings, such as guilt, or to
address personal problems. These feelings may
be associated with an individual’s negative
environmental impact.
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1. Italicized Stewardship Functions are original items from the Volunteer Functions Inventory

Table 26. Means, standard deviations, McDonald's Omega (ώh), and inter-item correlations
for SFI Motivations and Satisfaction

Subscale Mean
Standard
Deviation

σ

McDonald’s
Omega

ώh

Inter-item
correlation

r
Conservation Values 4.70 0.46 0.84 0.57

Place Attachment 4.30 0.75 0.82 0.60

Stewardship
Partnership

3.90 0.70 0.77 0.49

Understanding 3.73 0.88 0.89 0.66

Social (Normative) 3.61 0.78 0.77 0.48

Ego Maintenance
(Ego Enhancement + Ego
Protection)

2.70 0.84 0.78 0.46

Social Network 2.46 0.82 0.82 0.67

Stewardship Extension 2.40 0.88 0.83 0.61

Financial Incentives 2.15 0.80 0.65 0.34

Business 2.13 0.80 0.81 0.57

Satisfaction 4.02 0.69 0.77 0.51
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Table 27. Summary of exploratory factor analysis: factor loading pattern of SFI items

Subscale Factors
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Conservation Values 0.65
0.70
0.72
0.72
0.74

Understanding 0.47
0.75
0.81
0.75
0.76

Social 0.75
0.38
0.63
0.82
0.78

Eco Enhancement 0.50
0.40
0.59
0.50

Ego Protection 0.43
0.38
0.54
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Subscale Factors
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Business 0.90
0.69
0.38
0.68
0.89

Social Network 0.54
0.78
0.72
0.58

Stewardship Extension 0.64
0.37

0.79
0.74

Stewardship Partnership 0.58
0.32
0.60
0.63

Financial Incentives 0.40
0.74
0.63
0.39

Place Attachment 0.73
0.34
0.88
0.55
0.77

1. All numbers represent factor loadings ≥ 0 .32

2. Italicized Stewardship Functions are original items from the Volunteer Functions Inventory
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Further Landholder Comments

There were three sections in the survey that allowed landholders to freely express their
opinions (n=501). Landholders made 124 more comments expressing satisfaction and praise
for both the covenanting organisations and covenant concept. Most other comments related
to themes that have been dealt with earlier in the results section:

 Provide more information on financial incentives; more funding required potential to
get government to recognise PLC as a public good and support accordingly.

 The limited contact with covenanting agencies once covenant is in place
 The need for more contact with extension officers

 The need for more information of a local nature to be disseminated
 Support the establishment of covenant holder networks

 Fear that covenanting agencies are unable to enforce covenants through a lack of
monitoring capacity

Table 28. Further relevant comments made by landholders that did not come to light through
the survey’s structured questions (Responses taken from the three “Further Comments”
section of survey (n=407, NSW=45, TAS=65, VIC=297).

Theme Respondents Example landholder remarks

Increase Publicity

(n=29)
NSW: 2
TAS: 6
VIC: 21

More publicity to gain further areas to be covenanted

It is such a good programme we would like to see it
more widely publicised or known.

There is not enough promotion or understanding in the
area  where I am   to  encourage others  to join a
covenant.  I  think that others  could be  encouraged  to
covenant  their land if there  were  clear  financial
incentives and readily available  advice on re-
vegetating,  enhancing wildlife habitat  etc.

Concerns for
future of the
covenants

(n=21)
NSW: 4
TAS: 5
VIC: 12

We have some concern that the covenant might be
modified after we move on (die).

We like the program but feel it has been starved of
funding and the present government is not interested in
supporting the very important role of covenanting land
on private property.

Federal and state governments have shown complete
disregard and lack of support for the contribution these
lands make to biodiversity protection and ecosystem
services in general. Such demonstrated lack of regard
sends a message to the community that the
environment does not matter. Without funding support
in the future covenant owners will start to think if the
government doesn’t care and the community doesn’t
care then perhaps compliance with my covenant
conditions does not matter and the covenant program
will collapse

Sale of
(n=15)
NSW: 1
TAS: 4

I just wonder if people that have purchased a property
with a covenant already on it receive enough
assistance to understand their obligations fully.  Is there
a risk of degradation of the programmes intentions
through on-selling of properties under covenant?
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Covenanted Land VIC: 10
I sold some of my covenanted land last year. The
present owner is not respecting the covenant. The land
has been heavily grazed, motorbikes used as a sport. I
have reported them but no change. If the covenant is
not maintained are there any penalties?

The covenant on an adjacent property which was
established in 1992 has been completely ignored when
ownership of the property changed.

Surveys
(n=16)

NSW: 6
TAS: 9
VIC: 2

Fauna surveys would be great.

Regular Wildlife surveys and ability for long term
monitoring

More inclusive and
interactive style of
management.

(n=9)
NSW: 0
TAS: 1
VIC: 8

More modern attitude to working with landowners that
involves less written restrictions, more sharing of ideas
and learning from each other, and genuine mutual
respect.

Having them ask what we actually want rather than
assuming would be a good start. It is about forming a
community based support network not a bureaucratic
department of the government

Proactive
Relationship with
Councils

(n=12)
NSW: 0
TAS: 2
VIC: 10

More interest engagement and advocacy with local
shire planning decisions that impact on conservation
value of immediate and surrounding linkages.

I pay more rates than a farmer across the road with
twice the land and nothing happening on his land at all,
so councils sadly see us as just another milking cow

Good to lobby for Councils Rates reductions on behalf
of Covenanters on a State wide basis. The attitude of
Shire Councils to Conservation Covenants is very
variable. The process we went through wasn't
successful and didn't help our relationship with local
people.


