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Good Governance

Sound Design and Planning Create Successful Conservation Outcomes

Effective Management G ree n Li St

Protected | Conserved Areas

Successful
Good Sound Design Effective Conservation
Governance and Planning Management Outcomes

1.1 Guarantee Legitimacy 2.1 Identify and Understand 3.1 Develop and Implement 4.1 Demonstrate
and Voice Major Site Values along Term Conservation of
1.2 Achieve Transparency 2.2 Design for Long-Term Management Strategy Major Natural Values
and Accountability Conservation of .2 Manage Ecologica 4.2 Demonstrate
Major Site Values Condition Conservation of
Vitality and Capacity .3 Understand Threats .3 Manage Within Major MSQCiatef’
to Respond Adaptively and Challenges to Social and Economic Ecosystem Services
Maijor Site Values Context of the Area 4.3 Demonstrate
.4 Understand Social .4 Manage Threats Conservation of
and Economic Context 5 Effectively and Cultural Values
Fairly Enforce Laws
and Regulations

1.3 Enable Governance

.6 Manage A
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SOUTH
AMERICA
e &

CE
44t 2
1 Galeras Santuario de Flora y Fauna Galeras
2 Parque Nacional Natural Gorgona
3 Parque Nacional Natural Tatama

BRI
EH
4 Guadeloupe National Park (Overseas Territory)
5 Natural Marine Park of Iroise
6 Sensitive Natural Area “Marais d’Episy”
7 Pyrénées N.P.
8 Marine Natural Reserve of Cerebée-Banyuls
A ARA
9 Gran Paradiso N.P.
H 3 F
10 Espacio Natural de Donana (provisional)
11 Espacio Natural de Sierra Nevada

IFE H

(12,13

2.,00( AUSTRALIA
5.000 km_ P4 I 3]
FE H
12 Ol Pejeta Conservancy
13 Lewa Wildlife Conservancy
32 M
k)

14 Wudalianchi Geological Park

15 Longwanqun National Forest Park

16 Shaanxi Changqing National Nature Reserve
17 Sichuan Tangjiahe N.N.R.

18 Eastern Dongting Lake N.N.R.

19 Mount Huangshan Scenic Area

20 Seoraksan N.P.
21 Odaesan N.P.
22 Jirisan N.P.

23 Arakwal N.P. and Cape Byron State
Conservation Area
24 Montague Island N.R.
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NE - INAREEE 40 (E/NUANE - AHRBE EADAS BT ¢ 1974 @R T E]
FAEHTEFYERE > DREEFZAERRERESEENESIERS

NSW
Government

I 9% of the state land
Fr Y Department of Planning, )
i National : Industry and Environment g P e gy
' Parks | - . s
t and : I ) “» T % ®,2 P Cotts Harbour
| ] The National Parks and e, T e N AT P e
Wildlife Service e . T b
| e T el o
[ - NSW National Parks ' : ) fhwﬂ
J e - ‘." 4
‘————— | - ¢ ¥
8 Branches EBRREE , ¢
EEhiE
:788'1::::5 BEHEAR 623 Parks — Management Plan
MIZfREE Management Statement / Management Strategy
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2. State of the Parks FFE=Z2KE

£ 2003 4F > Frrd B R HT N 2R A B S1Ey A B Y S S R sy 2 s T
WG] E BHHER BAEAESSIET - FR (38— B2 HN AR AR B
HIGER  pE BN » MBI TEIR - H5EHE R KAFR
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(1) State of the Parks HYZ2f#

State of the Parks &t f—4R LIR(E &80 DUT(EEHE 2 5E51 -
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A. [FEEEE:( Attributes)

P OREE I A BRI EAE R - MfrsEEm s ~ B - Eh AR E
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B. {Ri£l& % == (Context)
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C. KEETHAE(Management Effectiveness)
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PreEE SR 2 2 EHEE E BB ARG NI HE I AR IIF -
Wt ~ BRMIBIRS - R R TRE P R PG B v] 5 [ DUH B R (e5e

(2) State of the Parks AV#/E
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T —XEVE > BREFE R 3 [EH - HAv R ERE ST 5 A E %
4EELFS 2005 ~ 2007 ~ 2010 ~ 2013 i 2018 FHE{E# 5 X - sFEAYSH1H
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SRR R - MEF RS R B LS —REC B R L
BEEEAH DU ERREHRRIECEHS BB TER &
PHEEER - SRS A BN 2 725 P e T A SR A B 1R (P A B T

N
e ©

(3) State of the Parks HYE L

&8 T 5 KIRfE > State of the Parks REE 24 L R FEAT 13 FRAVEIE »
AR b 24 ] g B S SHEHERTAS LR E A 3T > SFEER EE R fRE L
R E BN EE A REElE > DU ST EIEE AR » # ] i &
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SV B R > A R GHER REE EAYIRES » SEHtEH(E R SR SR TRy
A8 > [RIHRFF Ry T 5 A B0 B9 NI RE 2 B AR A R -

A. EHEEEFTA A B E RO E 5 B e A A] v e

B. STHEIAYHAMITHETZRHIRCR - MR R E H EAY et
C. {ERSEHIERERENIARNSH

D. JRFCEE AT S B AIS NI R RE 2R BE (R A

E. RHAOIRASCEE AR - BERTHH BN -

(4) State of the Parks AVEE(E

TR B ALLEFEZR - IR2 5 H - st BN REET &
ZERHTEHERE - Bl BRI AESYIEEEN NBFIK © State of the
Parks sPEZSFEAVERSRAER: " 08 > AR ELERFEER > TE2ERA
EfEEAR T BB o mEAE RN EEEEE
HE > HEWHEERITHY

A SBEETHE RIS EHRERH AV E M © 1€ 81%MIIE] 90%H 2
LA R R R RE S ST E B Y -

B. State of the Parks FF&E T E 2T AHED) « =HELFHY2EESE B State
of the Parks 51 & T B ¥ REANVEERHERAER) -

C. ERBAE{HF State of the Parks Ff& T EAREHBI &S S HIIR  Wif%
EEfIRy 2 Bl R RS F e & T B Bh eSS g -

8 HF NEHEFEFYIETHZEN Andrew o

B o SOMEEER AR

Growcock £ K587 State of the Parks T

TR
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3. EPINE

FThL N B R AR A N1 B AREE - EEHEEAE - R H
Green List Y FE

_ Arakwal National Park.
0 PLAN OF MANAGEMENT
1T e 9 -
[
10 Pl R B 2R A E B A 11 Peli R B 2R A K
A NI E A CRE (i B B EEMETE

1993 4 » SBEMNBUN i E T HRES R (£ IR AT 1#)%(The Commonwealth
Native Title Act) - 4838 | 7 20y E B iRs > 2001 - 8 H 28 H L
N P& 4 Iy Tt A 1 - A TERIEERR] - %2 T e ek
Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) © 32 BN EFIT7 A ILUA FREETTHY
Bz N o PR TR e A BB 22 /0 [ B A B B 2[RV EE (Joint
Management) » 173452 5 @ (Arakwal National Park Management
Committee) 5% 48 = E #5125 (Plan of Management)fili & 1 B A EEF £ EIY)
EIHZRRIEEAR - DU TR R AR R BLE S AL - [ > 2
2014 IUCN FREAHVER A48k P — BT AV IREEE - #5007 MM ICFE
B A B OMEE 2 — - FEm7ER{E(Byron Bay Orchid Diuris byronensis)
HEEHY T RS S U LR B RE] - AT T RSB R
REREBIKCS BT S 2 IR HE - IE AT IUCN & iR snae syt
PREETIY R -
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Effective cross-cultural conservation planning
for significant species

Best practice guidelines developed to care for the Byron Bay Orchid habitat
@ Arakwal National Park, Australia

e ,‘ & V4
ARAKlg, e, ‘ Threatened
R CONSERVATION (> 2. Species
Y W H H
DE . PLANNING =\l 1 o
e ) Q o Hu
G ¥
%- @ Lt o kg National Environmental Science Programme

12 HRASRYIE A SIS S bR E RS — 21— =5 E A
(Guidelines) » fHi#ll— 2505 - WEFEHHEIES S BRI PRE A - FRmE
BACARGIARE - SRR & ~ A2 EENIRERT & -

(1) AIBIAIEFE 2R

I BIIE T IUCN $fE A4 1225 B (SO SIE T AIRER &t i
fry O 3 S > TR AT A ~ SR /A B B A A By
LR S LA P A O (BB » AR A » [0
RS (s R R T R (B BRAIRAY - LA 53t gL -

A. ZEFEIEE (Prepare) @ FREFLE RS B - #lE ~ 12 - PfEAVEZ(E
{E 55 < 1T Green List 72 L P& B Bhe (a1t 2 S A RS & I i E Az
BT TAF - B TIEFR oy R A N R AR R s
HEEHAIER,

B. ffiREE ~ UiEEEE (Review status, collect information) : f@ R4 fEAY
FESRE R E A0 E RV EE - EREE AR - Al
FEME SR P REst BRI P B FIssk - 1 g N BEIREE 7 R AR (% - 1585
AEEET o IS ERER AR ERAZ A E B EE S -

C. 1ML HE(Build a vision and goals) : & E i Ea am % @ 1T FAS
B H A B R AU AE R HARR I R AR RS ~ 22 ARV IEEE ~ T @A
iR -

13




The SSC Species Conservation Planning Cycle

CONSERVATION
OUTCOMES

13 Vel B EER 14 IUCN Green List %%
B ERAEAE

. OTEGE ~ R E HEMAERTERE (Analyse threats, set objectives and
performance indicators) : J3Aft EEEE KK ~ HEAR - A
ESES Tt~ fHENLE - T ReL > BBIEE o S—ETEEREER
A R, - DURERACRRE - AR AR
88 A REHERIEEN YR S EE - REE R - BRI ELAVEERE
AN FE AR RARAE ST » 1F Roa T EF IRV EE (H (baseline) -

. AETTEN(Plan Actions) *HEE e LUSEE(E - HARRIFEIRATTEIG %
HEARWEIR (BFHE - FHE - M8 MEeEE i TeHEeIR
o

. TEAFFIEHI(Implement and monitor) * AHEAIITTE) 7 KGR —(E#R
{751 (operation plan) » t.A] 3% H H & #7 % T.H (calendar planning tool)
S by B T e 3t ZEER AL PR YA T8 o 22 Se s Ta TR R RE =1L
BOHETER - ARMECRERATTEN T 2 & H BNl THE Y HAR - (REE
HIE @ BEHETE P R SR AR ARG S RIE - DR S b4 RE
2B R S A RS E o DURERMEYSE K (Cultural Burn)
ARER > AEREI AT R IT 2 A BRE RO DL T UK AR EhTE YA H A 28
& -

. RFEAEEMEREE (Evaluate and adapt) - A SFEIRRE - SHETTEINVA
et o A EYREA R A - SR EAE -

. BTG (Learn and communicate) : (B EEMREIEED - KEL
ACBURE S DU RIS, BB S T R ETEARE H I

14



(Seasonal Planning Calendar) - FEZFH « Kk ~ (HAHEEFNRFEL
LEEHBENZS  IMERKRERENTTEHI A -

. AR A E(Revisit planning)  RESFiTER{E D BRAY 223 4 B 0l 65 1) i
PIHTREIPEES » AR iasHREIRF R LR F =S gz
54~ 10 & F 20 F£—X - F—TEERTERVIE I -

B EEESHRERR BURE R A - HAE T ekt Mitka T B AR Ay IO {E =
P4 R (Good Governance E4FHY;AHE ~ Sound Design and Planning {#415%
ST E] - Effective Management A4 EEEE ~ Successful Conservation
Outcomes IIHIREEIR) - HElc &5 BRI ENREE T AT - 5t
& Ryl el B 5 A E B B PR R A R (R Ak D A A R B
ZhEHE > HAEE R A AR @I A B R 2 N [E =R ek e
SRR G o B E A 1R R A RSV R B ER 2R » [F] I A FR e i A o A (R
i fERIE - BT 5 R ABRET TSR -

15 Bl A 16 FIZRAREFE(5 17 $R AR

BN ENCEVIIN-:) NG| 55 HARSEH T &
HELEE FIFR B E R BTEARE A TE

(1) REmMEZRAECEERENERE
1. BEERNERRAE RS

e LRNEIZ A B A E N TR EUTEE T BRI \NEY" &
TR A A Y EREE > MBS T HE#E 1,000 FEEIZAE - FAAHE
ire€lE » DU AR R A o B A EFIE A EEE 1992 9810
fYE ZA0R 5% (Nature Conservation Act); B3/ BTG 2004 FARARHEE A
[&);£(Marine Parks Act): fkEE 2 IS 1994 fE4EAR Y 2% £ (Fisheries Act)
B R AR AN (R B 7B 1959 FFEAEATHY AR A (Forestry Act) « [T Al
HE » SR LRI AEBIRMARY - A —x LIRSS » R
2025 4 > (PR EEEEEH FEVA A EIHMER A 22 [F RIS DUETE - EX
T AAEES G -
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A Master Plan for Queensland’s parks and forests

to 2025

Great state. Great opportunity.

18 EE LRl A EELRMAESAHE] (£ 2025 )

2. Values-Based Management Framework [U{E{E BB S ETHZLRE
(1) & E 2Rt

REHAT > BN B A Y E  E R BCR A 5%
RETEE LRI > 3530 E RS PR AR AT LA -
B TIF BRI AR S F 8 Pl —F8EE 72/ 0 BT 2/ DHfany
BT 2/ DREEK AR E BB FrE R0 IRV R RE A
HACYIENIREIREE SR bR ~ BB R R 1~ 128
an BB eSS o AEATIREE o NIE T2 027 IUCN HYEY

BN > AU T LUEE AR S B2 (Values-Based

Management Framework, VBMF) » DIEEE /AEN FEEE - BEAEN
ARORFIREES » R AENEEIRE - BIETERISEHEE %
{EEA2 - SRS TTEIFEE B SIE Y - PR R BN & [l e i R e
EHEIEANS - EEARNAKTTRAET BB G HEE#EMEE

R T > B e ] e L A R M 2 E R

16



FRAMEWORK

VALUES-BASED
MANAGEMENT

M1T
¥OJINOW
E5R
19 DUE{E AR S S E
2 DUEE BER & E S T AN I
TLEMZ AR TR
1HE((Plan) | > Fyfrat EE’J%%ZF@EX% L= EHETE (Mgmt. Plans)
HERLRE I Em =gt Lk
> ﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ@?—r%ﬂﬁ\ﬁﬁ £[& | (Mgmt. Statements)
HIRAR T RATREE
> WETIRGEEFEEMEZAHY | (Thematic Strategies)
GR s
2.iEEES | IRMEHE S ER AR B AT | BAEE{E(Key Value)
NE TEREE B IR A7 K & fHLoS data)
(Prioritize)
3. 317 (Do) et —2 HEBEIE La stV | 2451 (Systems eg. FLAME)
HASAURIE - (FEFEIRY | T7E)ETEE (Action Plan)
REEIVEE
A.55H] HRITEAN TAE R SIS | (EF A F2 5 (Health Checks)
(Monitor) BEEARERVEAL - R
T EAREM
5.5 fefit—2 H iR 2812 - ol 5 (Park Review)
(Evaluate) IIENZAHGEBEER > AR

TRREEHE AT T AN

17




NFEW HFE RN SR | Sedi R (Report Cards)

(Report) o & MY FINRR B S B HIEL | & B IR RE ¥ &5 (State of the
R Parks)

i 6 KTTZMEH S BRI S EHETEFE DLl » 8
Ee - TRIERI 22/ B L Y A B T i T U A R IS 2 24 - Bl HA(E
e W) PR St 7 SR PR T BRI ~ EE TR ~ IRAEEL S FENY
% LURTERR# 7K (Level of Service, LoS) B4 =B T ¢t -

LB T 2B & L5 1 @ KEEHEE
(BERMSME - FEEMENKEEHETH) E@ " EEEEIRE  (HERENY
B i BB B R RS B ) - 5B 2 R R 51 T R RERES
(REA MK EEHEE A K - HaaE - AAEE - BE
AR - HREH - BE G - SRS - EEENRE S
(il EREATRES )5 55 3 B AR ME S A BN T TEE S/ TEHE (%
SEAEHATE - DLZFISCSEEERE) - fTEETE/ LIF T £ S H AT
BN TIEH © A RN EDHELRHEEER - bR T & BHMEHR AR
DUIa| & AR A W AR E D BR AL  tm] DU MRS F — R TIE 2
TE R RS E T - RESR - FEHH T T VIE R AT S TR AR RS R B 2
28RN i fE B L (Adaptive Management)HY S (il - (E{G4C =B A g
R oy BH g MR SR R A R

AEEE - BN -

Hierarchy of planning documents

AR AR EL o 22 UGB mEgEiE || EREEREN
SMBREE - gegme | SEEEEEE | | zrse
- SHEEE - EE & SEEEAR | HE - RERT
BEEERY AR -
&%%%Eu% 1IE$E
RETEINCEEEEE
FIEREETEH K - 2= &1l =1EE
BEH B RES - IR EA R RS

EREREE

+
. (as required) ﬁﬂi"‘./I"ﬁH;
ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ& BT B

RETHS INGEEIr =] -

o R

4. &8
BEREAREE

R EE
B UL
AEH

B 20 DUE{E A2 S A B f2
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(Report cards)

VBMF
The Big Picture

21 DUEE AR AU B B2 A Bl

(2) EESE({E(E (Key Values)
Ji S e R HIT Y State of the Parks & 242G ECE EL 1B INHY
VBMF &AM » HIEGEZEEEREIVAMEIIREEREE - FAE
EIRARNELT  EHE ARG AR RENER T E R E
F(EE - BESEEE R E B S S A RE S = AL

VBMEF value categories
SeniLy SaELi Habitat for Habitat for Significant Significant
Natural = e significant significant Significant geological geophysical
L ecosystems ecosystems _ 3 -
Values ftervetrial) el species species species features features
(terrestrial) {marine} [terrestrial) {marine)

First Nations
Peoples

ial Recreat!o-n-al Ecotourism Educational IR Partnerships
L5 - opportunities research

Historic

& 22 BRSEEE IR

e ERNRB SR EE Y HEAEE - SUEEEE T EEET =5 -
HABEREERAERER S - B AER A - BV St -
AR St - R - SRR R - BRI E RS S
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{bEEBEFRERE - B (g EEEEEaEE - £

RENREE ~ B5

E{E - B AT AR (A - BONETF B AV R R N R Y
BRI SR (E(EIRAE - BEIR(E(EAVESS - DUGEFENE VEE GFEBETE
GEReHNER) - AT NEATR

Condition
of key value

Trend rating
of condition

Confidence in
assessment

Good
0eee

The value is in good
condition and is likely to
be maintained for the
foresesable future,
provided that current
measures are maintained.

Improving

T

The existing condition
class score is above the
previous condition class
SCOTE,

Inferred

O

Very limited evidence,
based on anecdotal
information

Informed guess: An
estimation given by
QPWS&P’s staff or others
with knowledge of the
area.

Good with some concern
e

The value is likely to be
maintained over the long-
term with minor additional
conservation measures to
address existing concerns.

Stable
—

The existing condition
class score is the same as
the previous condition
class score.

Limited

©

Limited evidence or
limited consensus

Basic / limited data

Expert opinion: Judgement
made by a person who has
extensive knowledge
and/or skills in the subject
being assessed.

Significant concern
v

The value is threatened by
a number of current
and/or potential threats.
Significant additional
conservation measures are
required to preserve the
value over the medium to
long-term.

Deteriorating

l

The existing condition
class score is below the
previous condition class
score.

Adequate

High-quality evidence and
high level of consensus

Detailed monitoring or
research: Data supported
by monitoring or research
utilising appropriate
scientific protocols,

Expert opinion: Judgement
made by a person who has
extensive knowledge
and/or skills in the subject
being assessed.

Critical
]

The value is severely
threatened. Urgent
additional large-scale
conservation measures are
required or the value may
be lost.

No consistent trend

e

It is not possible to
confidently describe the
change from the previous
to the existing condition
class score.

23 BEEENEGR

(3)

A% 7K 3 (Level of Service)

g% 7K3F Levels of service (LoS)i& VBMF 4825 FHZLREAYZLRE » &

PrEEE S B A R EE

NEHIRRT R e i & s B i K -
ARFS 7K (LoS) 3l T 5 {EZE4] » {i i $237 (Acceptable) ~ H15&

(Medium) ~ Sj(high) ~ fiii5;(Very High) £[{E 52 (Exceptional) - [EH L 8

(E FREMEE RS B K - HEE - AAAEE - B SUbEE - i -

PR R ~ BB

PR E B BB -

AR T HHEY /K 3 (Desired LoS) » HBEIYEH

AR K ER AR E R R IE R SR - s - B - (IR EE
SFEIMZR - 2R E 5B -
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A, EHEEABENRE A E(E S E TR - s g -

B. MEfTRINEENAIIREERTLLEN - St EEHE ERIHEHY Los #
TTRTA SE/AFM/ g R Re R -

Levels of service ratings:

el s M el

and requirement for special management intervention. Best pracﬂce management is ad\levable at either an
‘acceptable’, ‘medium’, ‘high’, ‘very high’ or ‘exceptional’ LoS.

Park management themes: 8{ [ﬂ E%%§%§+%

Community,
Historic Field Operational
Fire Pests Natural cultural Visitor partnefshps manazg‘ment pla nga nd
capability

e heritage n:'erests

ok [wmaE | an | Eex | B | wit | s |
i | (e S | AISCH

B 24 [T /KT(LoS) Ay AR B R 8 [ T REACE 51 28

LoS 775 7 HIEZ /K (Desired LoS)FI1FR /K~ (Current LoS) [y & « AffEE
HIEAEE /K » B MA S = R ATIESE (where we want to be) » /[ BT
AEYETHE - (REEEHEEMHEEREE S AFEERE » L
B rE R EEE F A — A A /KPR A EREIEAYE
BENEOKCEH  AHREEEK A B E - (H RN e S H A E
ZBEFIR SRS - BB K ATEL - AR &N iRE R — 2k
G » FEREHEIR (BB AT G -

MEAKSE: - AllE 2 T B 45 R S MR reg & Ay B AR TR
(where are we now) > [EEEAE IR TARENETE M e B e E T HE
AV ERINRER TAEJ7 1) - B WA RSV E R AR IR /KE - ]
A T ReE AR e B VI KSR S (E 2B KEAIE R R
HHEE > T R RS R T

HERAYE o AR K (LoS) . fh Bl K E AH BH B RIRH Z¢ FEBR EL Y 77 =01
2R WM EATR - (REEEAY RS F R R B IS K AN
BoHIBSE 23R R & DL Health Checks 77T (g8 S (E (E AV RE A EI]
Al 5 ZRMBEE RS K e s » BT dR El’] DI T B AR S L AR T
SEER I B T A AR BN BOBGE R JZEF'E’%%&E\LT?H—%%Q
A TR B /KE IR RAVE T/ - RS YN 9e & T AR
B9 - DASR AL S e RV B HIE R -
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X
RBE

Kk

B
XBE

1257 (LoS
TS RBRE (oS Bt

47[\%;"“6){”% % *External
researchers

ity
B 57 S I/ th L B *Specialist  [JERES DETAILED
regional/ centric staff Eﬁiﬁ“ MONITORING

B i Hih E e R
*Field staff OTHER BASIC MONITORING

T PAHealth checks #1TREEBENEREH

*Field staff BASIC MONITORING OF KEY VALUES USING HEALTH CHECKS

Figure 8. LoS influences the resourcing directed to park management and the type and complexity of monitoring. *Typical, but by
no means exclusive, scenario.

25 RS /K - (LoS) Ay FEaf S HE AR R B ST e i 7 B

(4)

{EEE 75 3% B (Health Checks)

Health Checks 2 ¥/ VBMF ZR R0 AtV E 2N T B - (FHREEH
GBI RS GES —GIEE A B - PR - o iR @R
TEERRE HREERCE T B A B e T BRI -
Health Checks EL{f§ DL T 2&([d 58k

AR HE et E rreE m R E (RS T A -
FAGEL " o AR R R B -

TRt E B A RE M bl PRt I Al S (R (E Y B B R -

D. EEHEHEHEMATZN - T HHEEEETEHE G HIER

TR > DU TR BRI SR -

MHRHGERIE [ B R Rl (N & H B -

Health Checks 53 2 T 5Tt ZARIIEL ~ Ji8 of (R SRR 55 = 0
(5 AR PYHE7 20 (B indicators) » B FI{EE 13 (BHFSHE -
WO A 13 (B - FRRRSC A T8
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—
BRABABEEN
REBR)&
20 indicators

Natural Values Health Checks

A guide to undertaking health checks for key natural values

BAES/)EEEN
FREBR)E
13 indicators

Historic Values Health Checks
A guide to undertaking health checks for key historic values

BREEREEN R E
ERENREESE)E
13 indicators

Visitor Values Health Checks

A guide to undertaking health checks for key visitor values

26 Health Checks ¥5Z&F-fft

Health Checks % B 15 B HES | (Re& N R A DR L i 2 Y BRI i
B B - B AEE B AKEE HEIERRE  B3E TR (good)~ 1R
1{H A LI 5 (good with some concern) ~ JEEE & & (significant concern) ~
i EE (critical B VU 524K - —(ERHIE(EACHR TR 2/ D B8 e T (E A

R o RN TIREERARFESN - Sl st EEETE (LEE S

TR EHYEHGE

B -

Health Checks Y5 [#EH B PRI DL T 2B =5 1
A. BARE(LOREEE B SR E (E VB -
B. fHEIREEEENE H A4 -

C. ML= EHAER BNV BRI -
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Attachment 2 Record sheet: Natural Values Health Checks

Park name (& section

Recorder/s:

Value':

Site Details (for permanent and non-permanent sites)

Table 2.1 Record of the Condition Class for a key ecosystem/habitat.

Key: G = good; [ s ; € = eritical; NA = not applicable.
Health Check Indicator Condition Class I _ e
impression
Site | Site | Site | Sme | Site Notan
1 2 3 4 5 ‘average'l

=

. Infestations of ecosystem-changing pest piants

2. Infestations of pest plants other than ecosystem-changers

W@

. Risk of future invasion by significant pest plants not already
present

. Rainforest invasion

. Woody thickening (other than by rainforest species)

. Overgrazing/browsing by feral animals, stray stock or natives

ST o] &

. Trampling, digging or rooting ... or trampling by visitors

8. Impacts on wetlands

9. Vehicle impacts

10. Dumping

Site & photo point definition

In many cases it will not be necessary to precisely define the boundary of your sites in order to ensure that the
next time you (or a colleague) do the Health Checks you use exactly the same areas.....a few metres either
side will not be a problem. However, in some circumstances the definition of your sites will be important. Is it
likely that someone else coming to do the Health Checks in future could be confused about what might or might
not be included in the site you are establishing? If so, then provide clear details about your site and its
boundary below.

Details about why you chose the site may also be useful.
For permanent sites describe how the photos were/are to be taken. Record photo numbers here also.
Site 1

11. Ground cover

12. Fire damage to fi itive and non i

13. Fire damage to peat-based ecosystems

14. Age class di ion in fire-adapted in
conservation.

15. Severe wildfire in fire-adapted wooded ecosystems

16. Severe storm, cyclone or tomado in wooded ecosystems

17. Overtopping, erosion and associated impacts resulting.........

18. Tree/shrub health and dieback

19. Key features for faunal biodiversity in terrestrial ecosystems

20. Recruitment of canopy species

Site 3

Site 4

Site 5

Overall Condition Class (refer Table 2.2)

% 3 Health Checks 28 » HEFI (&
EEEA R AR SR (H (HE H

* 4 GHE 20 (EIER - B SRR EE
FYIRRE

(5) #E+(Report Cards)

R T Health Checks SR ELAVEEILAN > B LA (B BAEY A BhY) S FHE
THETE 2020 526 H DARTET ¥ 3 {52 BEE R A E I #H 75 K (Report Cards)
HIRE » AR B HIFIRY EAVEAE S A S R s - DIEE 1S TR
H ~ AJTEEEAT T - o\ E B A Sy s HE G AP E R
TEY sEmEHERZR AE SRS R4S SR DIOIgEs| N —FEEryE A
BIE T —FENKEEH S - 58k VBMF EEMEEHAVIEIRZSHE -

(6) BHIGEKCOHAERHFME

MR TR R AT - B LRBUNEEE B % » H AT BdGEE
7€ Currawinya National Park )z Lamington National Park [ 52 [5]] 22 /\ FEl#2
REROAEE SRR o [H2EE B LRBUNEBE S TS )T
CLESEETT T 5E2EHY VBMF DUEE R ARV =B B8RS - iRy

Health Checks F 58RI A S (E{EAVRE(E AT 5 Bk R R iR
EREEIEEE - A BERIMEINE RS TEGIE - $E LB
2 BRAEEZ/EREAE SRR B REEEIERHE -

RIEE - AR FR Skt ki - 0 H RESE i e e S H A 5 AN - (F
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3R VBMF IYIEASZ 2 SEIFEEEESHY » i ¥R A EH TAE AN B 2GS -
HE AR o S M TR ARYEEA] > 6 HLAF BB HRE H o2 ~ 1L
B NGO St i EE 1 Ay RAr e -

27 EHEBEZAEEHE 28 ELRER A B A

Wil Buch SEAILEI R N EEEEEH ‘ETHZ Sherri Tanner-McAllister FE4
L Bk 148 VBMF 225

29 M EEEF A NETHRE 30 % 75 BHTHEE o7 N [E PR st
Fi=Rr ) {E Health Checks F 8
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T

BONTTERETL 57 £y 6 )N CHrra BTN ~ BN ~ RN ~ 35T E
gl ~ 4EZLRRE N RPN ) e 2 SEh (B ERCEM S JbeEH ) » ARFBL L
S [ B 75 F R T NPT R R B R A ~ FE A A NI B AR 2 R
e LENEHERE R AR - REFENTAEEFYE 2 BRILENEEE —FE
REER A AE 15 -

(—) FrEE R T
1. PR/ A\E (Arakwal National Park )

B i TR B 28 A R L R R e K e i SR s Y P > 7 < C iy DT
O - WA ST SR DR RIEG % o FRER Arakwal
Bumberlin A - F2&Y Bundjalung J - £ mEFENENEEFE 2D
22,000 4F -

PR A NI H 2R €& (Cape Byron State Conservation Area)EiAfi

Y H AR EE 15 ( Broken Head Nature Reserve) » HPa i 0V F(E R A IS
Eﬁl?ﬁ NEBLE A BB EE (NPWS) L [E T B SRR (% ] F1 TR

AEBEEEZEGAE - WEHLERES LA AR ERE AT IUCN
?%ﬁf%&?riqﬂ%l% NEPe L E E A o IUCN %ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁléﬁfﬁ%g
TReElE Y B AN BEE A EECE A0 12 2014 T H Ak 13485 FHES
AR SR B 1 #EAI ASR SR EI R A -

AT AR Arakwal fi#3h & - R KR fEET The Pass Midden Yt ELS
um&%@m%mﬁ%%m%ﬁﬁ%%1§ Eh NE IR E T DR RFEE
ALY ER

The Pass Midden A—[F{FXEiEHF » 1980 T EHRHTECHE » 1994 & HE
RIEREHNET T 70 D77 ZRAYHL 7285 H 1000 FEFTHY ) B A B E A
FH The Pass Midden changes over time HY - BE RN EFEH 2 1770-1899 ~
1900-1980 ~ 1990-%2%5 ¢ (AR S LUK S (8 B A 88 F A B S B 2 A 7
(BIFE RS AR AT T 45 A B A R AR B B 048 R AR
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2. FfaANIrE ALRER (Cape Byron State Conservation Area)

ARSI T R R T N I R 2 AE R S s I 3 A B R E
e UM A2 ) o B » s T e i T PN R 2 A [ B B AR B E B B A -
1980 FALHJEAGG » FifmE L ERFGE L HAREE - IR A ENEE
NE D DRENEIRE -

R eaFEE A M AR E A E S EEHE - S 3 RER

B RasF— M HREE (REFFETREENREHRT A AVEE ) (General Use

Zone) =5 _ B B Y EFR IRV I 15 S (R:€& ) (Habitat Protection Zone) ~
B=RIRER LA *DTK?K%%/%EJJE/]/J\ﬁU{%MPE (Sanctuary Zone) » 5¥£:77l&
bl fz Sy s ol s A —
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te Avenza Maps, download the app from
TTunes store or Google Play.

& Department of
,.Nﬂ Primary Industries

Cape Byron Marine Park
Zoning Map

Kilometres

165,000 @ A2 Produced 2018.
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NSW i OReE & oy e mEE T il 3%

7S

L | 2w raos

farwses

Habitat
S Sanctuary z General
Activity TORE Proztectlon 7o
one

Recreational fishing

Line fishing X v (a) v
Trapping X v (b) (©) v
Spearfishing X v/ (d) v
Netting X v (e) v
Collecting

Recreational (bait/food) X v (b) (e) 4
Scientific/educational P P P
For private aquariums X P P
For commercial aquariums X X X
Recreational boating, scuba diving/snorkelling

Recreational boating v v v
Recreational SCUBA diving/snorkelling v () v v
Anchoring and mooring v (f) v/ v
Personal watercraft (jetskis) and hovercraft P (f) P (f) P (f)
Commercial fishing

Line fishing X v (a) /
Spanner crab netting X v (b) v
Lift netting for bait (non-saleable) X v (b) v
Trapping (including fish, crab, eel and lobster) X v (b) () v
Hand gathering (pipi and beachworm) X v (9) v
Beach hauling X v (h) v
Trawling X X v
Setline/dropline, longlining, estuary mesh netting X X X
Purse seine netting X X X
Commercial tourism

Commercial tour operators (non-extractive) P (f) P (f) P (f)
Charter fishing X P P
Other activities

Aguaculture X v (i) v (i)
Organised events P P P
Research P P P
Horse riding P P [
[4WD and motorised vehicles P P P




3. Ffmaiis
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HAZ SRR = B RIS O & ELESE Pl - B RE Sk T - A2 R el ARG R S kS
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(=) ELEM
1. EHEEZK/AE (Lamington National Park)

B HHUEE] 2 A [ IR 20,600 A~ HH > KE 7y #REL YR 900 /2R > BRI
SEEE 30 N H o DAECLLUAR ~ AT ~ JEJX > R ELARFRIAR ~ bk~ DR~ BPAE
EIfEY) - B - R B PENILRES - A 2R RFEER K
BT PRIAR S SR B i R St e BT PRI AR - 1986 A5 A S E 44 8 -
2007 FEHEF AN EAF|ED B Z B %4 $8% o #E BirdLife International 2255 /5 B2 52
EERER > DIREHEERASRSE -

Bz A EE 9 (EHIEXE T 30 {#:E T2 E H Brs » L RE 93 T B
4Mal Kz O’Reillys Rainforest Retreat EREE AR S EAT H F4fEE -




2. O’Reillys Rainforest Retreat BE5 FI| PRk A

BRI PR AR AR L A T 5728 78 ] ELANFRIARIE A (Gondwana Rainforest)
TEHHEEZ AN (EE S EEI - B O'Reilly SRR N EFEFTECE - 1915 4F
O‘Reilly ZRIAAE T BHIEE 2 A B 0 1926 FFAsaEE R MR EEM
ZEfE] o

(1) R B T2 - DAEER Rt " & 8 - HhEHEER
NERIESE ~ BERBEIANRREMEDE > BEANDE - ZHY
EfETHEGE R HEARAERRREIRIES M H B L2 E R EEEH -

(2) M BAT IR BE2ARR L) © BfEEREE - BRERZIR - X
R~ AERE N A AR ~ FESRERIE - 2N A SGRE R R AR
FANEE ~ K a2k ~ BPAEFYIRE RSN E K - SR
4 i (Treetop Walk) fyH 1 ZHVEG B - s BRI EHEYIH A%
R OCREE R AT BRI S M AR TR I oy 2 > AR IE 20 (I AR 7
HEIRE IR 7 & T E RIS R il FETm G e 6 (8 ALLE
WA S BN EA TR 27 g - BFCR] DA 2 (B A R REIEEE -

y

]
- Centenary Track 1-8 km return +
- Python Rock lookout 4-9 km return 1
. Morans Falls lookout 6-2 km return -

35 Wil BFIEL TR 36 AR i (Treetop
HEB M EE g e Walk)

3. KEFENELEEY)/E (David Fleay Wildlife Park)

FRILIA 1952 4F > HBE AR Y H 2R 285 David Fleay £I/17 > 1982
FELETHYNBUT > IR ERIRREZE M - 2001 4F 2 H 23 H4R
AR LBEEASE

David Fleay B4R &Y/ E % 37.3 /NEE (92 B4 ) HY Tallebudgera Creek
RENEPTIRGE ENSYE ST A AR EHAAE L NEAEYEE
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& N g S R DL AR BhAg [ IR B B RN e & - R A R
I S ER A RYIEES - BRI R SRR )
W IvINVEREKE B (Eco Ranger)B(JE JJ 5k (Fleay’s Hero) ¢ & E) -

FLEAY'S IN FLIGHT 4
VISITOR GUIDELINES %2

37 David Fleay 57 A= F1#1/\ E

(=) Northern Territory JL4E3
1. 588 —FEFEEBRF/AE (Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park)

SEE—REGERR A B EAN S IE AR ED - S 5
BFESE o 1981 AL A FRE 22 - 1987 451 A\ UNESCO World
Heritage % B » RSt & AR AR E RS ~ A EEYIA B 28R -
1994 i G EIZRIC AR ST m] Ho bR - B E NI B ER i Y
gz — TS SRR ZENERHYE - AR SE SR
S ETTRE E A (Anangu) (GEHLIERTEAFISERFER) AEANLE
% REE-—RERERZRABELFEEHZE S - MR ABEEMHR NFEHZE
BEHIRAL SOENE - LEEHEIRAANS W - (52 T # U T/E, (working
together ) MM I 177 ) AR SE /B MR LY B (S RAR - (L B EEREZ T
Anangu JF{E: MBI ZE B EF -

SEEEATER LEARWEIUER - VD aitfgeiE 348 AR BEE
9.4 NH - ERRANVEH B IEE N EIFRE I E - &5 X IR
HY& I a AR S a Bl - A EWYIA T FUEEREE - 2000
FEZHT BRI RN BT HEE 40 B o AT EEATACEESE By 5 U
B A T 8B 15t R P S B E Y PR R 75 KA 2R AR Bk
# - SEBEESES LA AR T A (Anangu) » B 1985 Fi5 F [H &

31
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B MAGR AR R SR - 2019 £ 10 H 26 HSEES QK AEIE
BF -

39 HEEES 40 [alpe o BE S A B S Y R
K~ AKE - SRS E - HE
R EAESHRT > A E Y
BEPERE e B EE -

2. AXHIRHE-RMBLERRZ (Ethnoecology)

BN ALz R @ R DR EREL Tk RS L —THA
S B Y Y AR B A K BB Y R B A P B AT AR R Y 5 55— T HIE RS
FHHTE A ERI DN BHKARELCE - EEYE RRE— e —
558 REGES NGRS A IS - LR 5 A R B e o NS 1E - R
KA AR EASGE S - U E AR EH R AR (E REE T TEIR
S EEEANAFEEISEIBCK -

41 FPKHVEZ=
BRI SEE—REREEZE AEE TR
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3. Uluru-Kata Tjuta IR \BLEEEZES

IEFCEALRY 1985 4 > HEMFERHIRNZAS - IR AEE K - B
INERETER AR AR ~ MRS (AR B B S ik - IHE 2 B ey £
=R

Blppf—it - WEHZ AREEEHEE
%ﬁﬁ/\léﬁ MEHYEE **Lﬁﬁéﬁ““‘%é@? SRR
Blpn f&—i - BEREIR AR EEH |

Blpn f&—itl - HNEIZABARK S RG T (RE) HiREE -

B TEE R GBI R EANEEIEEZ BN ITE > ZEMY
AR FHENE SR EREECRERE - BEHEEESE - 9RET - FlnEE
ARRE ~ BRI RMER > DURES BRI EETE - BRIV E R a g
NEFHEIER > MEETHERERES - [ MR AERMELERE
SRR B AR 1R A o IR EURFBLE Hh R RATEEA - LB AT
BREAKEM > 2 T #5111 ) (working together ) » [ L1777 TAE 5200 H
FA Y B (Z R84 - Uluru-Kata Tjuta Ay R0 R R R B 2 BR PR 1 Bl
EHNE % -

42 SEBEZABEEHEREA AR SHE
HE%‘E* Steven Baldwin 5L E R E &
working together j5E.
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2. AEEEFABPIHISRIR
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S f R R AR T S — PR/ NZE > AL S SR B A Y
FF o MHlEE > PEME T O EES > SABHFFZ TR ~ 1645 - AUEEEEE

34
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(1) JNFZF@yz (Interstate Quarantine Rule)
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1. Uluru Tours Guide

ARAHEFZEH SEIT Tour company B E7eH » 2548 )N 17 BB FR UM Y Tp Bl
RYIL 0 BN B EA SERENRER Bh)Il4R o WERE Al 4E E R AE R R R -
2. HBRIHFLERF S
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BOORNOW| |
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CHARTERS |

Home The SEIT Team Galiery Vebicies Languages

SEIT PAT.I- - A TRUE ABORIGINAL EXPERIENCE

[TBroCHURE | SEIT PATJI .... ATRUE ASORIGINAL EXPERIENCE
_— PICK UR AND RETURN FROM AVERS ROCK RESORT

ALL THINCS SEIT | Sain e Trasianal Ui Famiy in e v :
ctves on e Packy Ulur gl for Aborginal andss rghts
it you 9 enyay mere than juet the Sourat side of he rock.

CONTACT

49 SEIT ZEREARHFAFIGEHE

Park Pass 2019 .
Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park Welcome to Uluru-Kata Tjuta

National Park!

Valid

09/11/19 - 11/11/19 :
Code : Palya,
UKT19#217218

Pass Name Country ' & 3 +
Al LA A AL We're excited you're getting a pass for

YU-CHING Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park! We look
forward to welcoming you to this
unforgettable landscape.

Your pass

If you need to change the dates of of your
visit use this link to access and manage
your order at any time. Please save your
park pass to your phone, or print a copy to
carry with you during your visit. You will
need to be ready to show your pass at the
entry station, or if asked while in the park.

50 SEE—REREEZR ABEAE 51 HIEFSEZRIEISE
it A5G B REREBIZ AR E
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3. fRER Uik

72 Ayers Rock f%15 853 WIFI 0] 5 A B4 - s F EIREERENE -
BFERCHE ~ &~ 15~ 2%t ~ ZERENRIEIERE - HhE Ko e R E S -

& ayersrockresort.com.au

& ayersrockresort.com.au Complimentary WiFi

Complimentary WiFi
< BA SR < xA e

Google @ i s oum) wnusmn @l | @ime s Google @z oem = mnwns BW | @ as

AYERS e - P —
5835'“ [ BOOK NOW ] = w el ——

s
8
-
Download the following maps: Resort Map, Uluru &
y 4 Kata Tjuta Map includes walks, look-outs and
ARGUND THE RESORT .\ services/facilities inside the National Park. The

Cultural Centre Map provides more detailed
information on the facilities at the Centre

WELCOME TO AYERS ROCK
RESORT Read More

RECEIVE NEWS & EXCLUSIVE OFFERS

52 Ayers Rock H&548 H
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TSR R 2R G T IS P & MG (U EERR) > M SE B3 T B
Rl L

38




@ environment.au.citizenspace.com

& Australian Gove ent
- X" Department of the E onment and Ene

- Menu

" Australian Government

Department of the Environment

SNOMIO Ary,,
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& &

Uluru-Kata Tjuta National
Park Visitor Survey 2019

Page 1 of 10
Closes 31 Dec 2019

About your visit

Parks Australia —

Visitor Feedback

How likely is it that you would recommend this
MNational Park to a friend or family member?*

0 - not likely at all 1 2 3 4
5 - neutral 6 7 8 9

10 - extremely likely

What changes would the park have to make
for you to give it a higher rating?

M

& 54
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LR
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(N) BHEEE
1. BRORESRERNE
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plant trees
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Uluru-Kata Tjuta [BZZ AELFEEHZEERILN 1985 F G(F
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WHERE are we? WHAT is going on?

Did we achieve what we said we would?

Did we meet our objectives?
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CSIRO, Bundjalung of Byron Bay Aboriginal Corporation (Arakwal) and NSW
National Parks and Wildlife Service. 2019. Effective cross-cultural conservation
planning for significant species: best practice guidelines developed to care for
the Byron Bay Orchid habitat at Arakwal National Park. Australia.

NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service. 2004. Arakwal National Park Plan
of Management. Department of Environment and Conservation (NSW).

Planning Unit, QPWS & Partnerships (QPWS&P), Department of
Environment and Science. 2019. Planning User Guide-Values-Based
Management Framework (Version 2). State of Queensland.

Ecological Assessment Unit, Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service &
Partnerships, Department of Environment and Science. 2019. Natural Values
Health Checks-A guide to undertaking health checks for key natural values
(Version 1.6). State of Queensland.
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| think it’s worthwhile getting everyone on the same page. | often get
enthusiastic when | talk and | will speed up, so please shout out and tell me to
slow down if | start talking too fast for you. | realize you're working in a second
or a third or a fourth language, and on top of that, it's not ordinary English, it's
Australian, so that's doubly difficult, so please if I'm going too quickly or you do

not understand, please stop me and we'll slow down.

But as | mentioned in my introduction, we started work within IUCN on
the issue of management effectiveness in the early 90s and it was interest in
people understanding how well protected areas were delivering on their
objectives, so they were being regarded as more and more important as a
means of conserving nature, but people were starting to understand that they
were not always effective. So, how can we understand that in a way that helps
us to manage better? So we set up a task force and prepared some guidelines
which were first published in draft in the late 1990s, then we published the first
sort of guidelines in 2000, and then a revision of those in 2006, and | can
provide you with the electronic copies of those before we go. But we define
management effectiveness in those guidelines as an assessment of how well a
protected area is being managed, and most importantly the extent to which it's
protecting its values and achieving its goals and objectives. And when we looked
at that, we recognized 3 different types or areas of evaluation that we would like
to understand. The first one, which we call design, is really about whether or not
a protected area has been set up in such a way that it actually has the capacity
to succeed. So there may be either inherent strengths or limitations in the
way a protected area has been established that limit its capacity to maintain the
values for which it was established. So we need to understand if there are
design limitations, so we can then seek to overcome them. The second one is
about the way we go about management. So as a manager, whether it’s a
protected area agency or a private protected area or a community protected
area. What are the things that they do to actually manage the land and are they
adequate, are they doing enough of them? Do they have enough resources and
enough people? And secondly how appropriate are they? Are they doing the
right things or are they perhaps not doing things in the right way that limit

effectiveness? But then most importantly, what are the results of that
2



management? So one of them, is it delivering in terms of carrying out work
programs, but most importantly the maintenance of the values, the things that
make that protected area important. So we said we need to look at all of these

to understand management effectiveness.

We also thought about why, so what's the point of doing this evaluation?
And probably because | had been a manager, | was interested in helping
managers do a better job. So the most important thing | think, is actually to
improve management, that's the fundamental reason. But, and | suspect the
same is true in Taiwan, as it is here and in many other places in the world, there
are increasing demands from government, from civil society, from NGOs for
managers to be accountable, to report openly and transparently on what
they're doing. So I'm taking an evaluation can help you provide the information
for those reports. But we will note, and we can talk a bit about it later, there's a
tension in that; there is a desire for people to report openly and transparently
but there's also a tension from within governments, who often only want to
report the good news, right? So we've got this thing, on one hand, they want
the open and transparent, and on the other hand they'd rather only present
good news, and often the news is not so good. So that's a tension. And we can

talk about that and how we manage that later.

The third area is, in terms of the resources that we need, and in helping
to allocate resources. I've talked at I’'m not sure how many thousands of times
around the world about management effectiveness, often in rooms full of
managers. We have a few managers here; one of the questions | often ask is "Do
you have enough?" So who are the managers in the room? Can all the managers
in the room put their hands up? Anyone who’s a park manager, anyone who's
not from a university. Okay, right, now, keep them up. If you have enough
money and enough staff, put your hand down. Only once, | had a manager in
Singapore who stood up and said "I've got enough, I've got all the money and all
the staff...", only time. And at the end of the talk he stood up and said, "l want
to change my mind. (laughter) Now | understand what we mean by 'l don't have

enough."

So this is not, I'm sorry to disappoint you, this management
effectiveness evaluation for the Green List is not suddenly going to deliver you a
pot of gold. You're not going to get everything that you need. But it can do two

things: It can help you use what you've got more efficiently, and it can help you
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make the argument to the people who hold the purse strings, why you need
more. So instead of just being like Oliver Twist, if you have read Charles Dickens,
instead of just going to government and saying "Please, sir, | want some more, |
need more.” You have a reason, you can argue why you need more. So those
were the first three we had in mind. This one we didn't initially have on our list
of reasons, but we've added it now, because we've found that this was an
unexpected result. So | think that being open and transparent, looking at what
you're doing and how you're doing it, can actually help build support from civil
society; that people understand the challenges that you face, they understand
what's working and what's not, and very often, people who may be antagonistic
actually become supportive of the agency. So that was a new one. And maybe
during the week when we have more time, I'll talk to you about some examples
of that.

So as | said, we produced in the late 90s, the first set of guidelines
around about evaluating effectiveness, and then when we actually had done
some of this work and learnt about the mistakes we made, we revised our
guidelines and we had revised guidelines published in 2006. Those guidelines,
we started out to develop a system for evaluating management, but we very
quickly realized that you can't make one system that works everywhere in the
world very easily. So what we produced was guidelines to help you design
systems rather than designing a methodology, and these guidelines have been
used to develop many different systems, some of which have been applied
already in Taiwan, ** (9:31), so there's a variety of different systems, and we'll

look at one of those in NSW'’s State of the Park system in detail today.

But they're all-- many of those systems, most of those systems have
been based around this common framework, so this is the work that we did in
developing the guidelines. And it's a very simple approach, it's not rocket
science. We look at the outside of this circle, we said, “This is what you do as
managers, you establish protected areas because of values, because of those
things that you want to achieve, and so we want to understand those and we
also want to understand what are the threats to those , what are the things that
could stop you from keeping those values?” And then you develop management
plans, so we've heard that you have management plans for all of your parks,
plans that set out how you're going to manage, what strategies you're going to
use. And then you put in the resources, the staff, the knowledge and the money

to manage. So this is the resources, and this is where the management happens,
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these management processes, so this is what you do, the day-to-day work; to do
patrols, to develop tourism facilities, to run education programs, to control
invasive species, to manage fire, all of these things happen in this box. And that
activity produces results, so this might be the number of kilometers of walking
tract that are maintained, or it might be the number of patrols that | conducted,
or it might the number of hectares of invasive species that I've treated with
weed-killers. And these outputs, we hope, will achieve the outcomes that we
want, which are to maintain our values, to reduce our threats, to achieve the

other objectives that are set out in management planning.

And then this is the cycle, as we go through this, we continually manage.
what we did in the framework for management effectiveness, is something a
little different. We put evaluation in the middle, we said we need to know all of
those things if we want to be able to improve management. So that framework
is the structure of the system. And here are the same six elements: context,
planning, inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes. And here are some of the
criteria, the things that you would look at to evaluate that component of
management. So we know what the values are, we know what the threats are,
we know who the stakeholders are, we know what the policy settings are that
affect protected area management. In planning, we want to look at both the
broader legislation of policy, but also the details of management plans. The
plans exist, do they exist, are they appropriate, are they being implemented?
The next is these 3 areas of inputs, basically there are 3 types of inputs into
management; one is knowledge to help you make decisions, the second is
people to do management, and the third is resources or funds to manage. So

they're the 3 fundamental inputs.

The next one which is only one short phrase, but it covers a multitude of
things, is "Are we doing it in the best way?" So this is, we think of best practice
management, are we following the best practices to produce results or services?
And then the outcomes, the impacts on management in relation to values and
reducing threats. So it's a very simple structure, but tries to look at all of the
way management works. As | said, this outer circle is not new, you'll find that in
many, many management textbooks around the world. Mostly what they do is
they put evaluation here, they say we go through the cycle, when we get here
we evaluate the outcomes, and if we didn't achieve our outcomes, we start
again, and try again. What we did was shift evaluation from there and put it into

the middle of this process, and said, “If you want to be able to adapt
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management, you actually need to know all of it.” You absolutely need to know
about outcomes, but on their own, outcomes won't tell you how to adapt, it just
tells you that something needs to change. But what needs to change? Do you
need to do these things differently, or is it just a loss of resources or a lack of

resources? So I'll come back and look at that and some examples a little.

The other thing | wanted to just talk briefly about, and again this will
come up when we start to talk about some of the things around evaluation and
the Green List, is how do we connect monitoring and evaluation? What's the
relationship between the things you measure and the judgments that you make?
So that's very important, if we want evaluation to be based on evidence, rather
than just opinion, then we need to collect data, we need to monitor. Within the
evaluation literature, people talk about two different sorts of evaluation,
formative evaluation and summative. So summative evaluation happens at the
end, that's the "Did we achieve our results?" Formative evaluation happens as
you do the process and that helps you to adapt along the way. The problem with
only doing summative evaluation is you're already at the end of that process,
yes you know whether or not you succeeded, but formative evaluation can
actually help take you to success. So building systems that integrate and looking

at all those six elements help with formative evaluation.

So we need to link monitoring to evaluation. Lots of agencies do lots of
monitoring, but the problem is they don't necessarily connect their monitoring
to their decision-making, and the danger is that we monitor a species to
extinction, and we never do anything different, we just know it's disappearing.
So linking monitoring to evaluation, to budgeting and to planning and to--
deciding on your future what programs can help break that problem. Another
thing, and we can talk a bit more about this in the example of New South Wales,
is the use of different sorts of data. So there's a tendency, and we've got a lot of
academics in the room, there's a tendency or a danger that can fall into where
we say only things that you measure matter. So we always are looking for
guantitative data, and where we can get quantitative data that's good, but there
is also, within evaluation, a saying that "What you can measure doesn't matter,
and what you can't measure matters," that you need some of the things you
can't measure exactly in a quantitative way, so we need to also use qualitative
data to form decisions. Measuring something precisely, knowing the exact
dimensions of my phone, | can very easily measure dimensions and | can report

that, but that doesn't tell you much about whether or not the phone works.
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Asking people about whether they're happy with their iPhone will probably give
you a better idea than running a tape measure over it, so we need to think
about using the appropriate sorts of data. And I'm not saying quantitative data
shouldn't be sought, but don't only look at that; consider the role of qualitative
data. So yeah, what's measurable isn't meaningful, and what's meaningful is

difficult to measure, is the way that phrase goes.

So, we want to think about some of the sorts of questions that we might
ask, and I'll go into these in detail, but some of the broader questions are about
values, whether or not there have been-- one of the things we need to be alive
to, or conscious about, is not just what we intend to do, but are there
unintended consequences? So you might go in and manage in a particular way,
with the intent of protecting a species, but the way you're doing it actually
deprives people of livelihoods and increases poverty, and that leads to more
poaching and greater threats. You may not have gone in with the intent of
making people poor, but actually that is the result of management, so we need

to think about the unintended consequences of our actions as well.

So we'll go through and have a look at those in more detail and think
about the sorts of—oh, in a minute, so I'll do this first. The other concept |
wanted to introduce in terms of monitoring is this notion of baseline, of what do
we measure against? Where do we decide what's the starting point and what's
the desirable system here or outcome that we're seeking? So a baseline is a
starting point and that is to monitor change, but what's the appropriate
baseline can be difficult. Because management’s been going on, what was the
original ecosystem like? So the system that you're managing now may not be in
a natural condition, it may not be the desirable condition, but if you use that as
your baseline then you may not know about the results. So you can look for an
undisturbed reference ecosystem, if you’ve got an area that has ** (20:30)
change, you can say what would this naturally have been like, and look at that as
a baseline. So do we know what the original condition of the ecosystem was?
Can we find that?

So examples, this is from Florida, a marine park. And this is a big fishing
area, this is what they call a brag board. Do you know what bragging is?
Bragging is pumping yourself up and saying how good you are, yeah? So this is
where the fishermen who are very proud of their fish because they're so big,

they come and hang their fish up and they take a photograph of themselves
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against all the fish that they took. And here's a very happy fisherman with the
fish that he's caught, saying how wonderful they are. This was taken a few years
ago, that's what it used to look like. (laughter) So if your baseline is what you're
catching now, and you say this is really good, but that's what fishing used to be
like in Florida, and that's because people are using the wrong baseline. In

Australia, so those baselines shift over time, where and how you measure them.

When | first started working in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park in the
late 1990s -oh sorry the late 1980s, so this is a bit after that, this is 1994, this is
in the * (22:07), this is a fringing reef. And it's mostly mud and some dead coral
and a lot of coral and algae. And we thought, this was inshore reef, we thought
this was the natural condition for an inshore reef. It's all we had ever known,
ever since the marine park existed that's what that looked like, all of the marine
biologists basically, there was no concern about this, they said this is inshore
fringing reefs, there's a lot of sediment, that's normal, that's what they looked
like. Then someone had the idea of "Let's go back and find and match
photographs from the early days of European settlement," and because this is a
-we've got continental islands, you can identify the place where that photo was

taken precisely.

So they went back and they found old photographs; this is exactly the
same place in the 1890s, and you can see it's completely different! This is at low
tide, that's all living coral cover, so it's probably 80% living coral cover and here
it's maybe 2%. We didn't know that that's what it naturally looked like, so we
shouldn't be happy with this because it's vastly changed. So we always need to
think when we're modeling, that we’re thinking about what's the natural
condition of the ecosystem and how can we work? This is unattainable, we will
not restore that in my lifetime or my children's lifetime, or even their
grandchildren's lifetime. It would be very hard to go back to that, but we should
recognize that what we're dealing with is a heavily degraded ecosystem, so all
the time we're looking at what does good management look like, thinking about

what natural ecosystems are like.

So just wanted to finish with some, raising some key questions and then
Andrew will talk a little bit about how they actually do this system. So in terms
of context, we'll look at those six elements of the framework. So do we know
what the values are? Do we know why we should be managing this area? And

are they used to actually help us make decisions, so are we taking what we call a
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values-based approach to management? Do we know what the threats to those
values are? Do we know who the key stakeholders are? So this is not really
about how management is going, this is about who we know -what we’ve got in
front of us to manage. So this is our understanding, so this is not about how
you're managing, it's about do you appreciate what the job is? In terms of
planning, do you have planning documents that are up to date? Many places
have management plans but they might be 15-20 years old, or they might have
plans which aren't accessible, which essentially sit on the shelf ‘cause someone
else wrote it, and gave it to the manager, and the manager goes off and does

what they want and they ignore the management plan and it sits on the shelf.

Were stakeholders involved in planning? Or was it just done by the
technical experts in our agency? Do they actually guide what you do? So do you
actually implement the management plan? And how do you adjust them? So if
you're doing monitoring, you take the results from monitoring and use that to
think about whether or not the plans are still appropriate, and do you adjust the
plans? Do you have the right number of staff? But very often, and most
importantly, do you have the appropriate skills? Do the staff know these things,
and how to do their job? Do you have enough funds? Well we know basically,
we answered that as 'no' but do we have enough to be able to do the basic job,
and are we using it in the most appropriate way? And is it sustainable? So, many
protected areas go through a cycle of boom-and-bust, particularly in developing
countries, not so much Australia, but | would think not so much in Taiwan, but if
we go to places in Africa, one year they'll have a big project funded by the GEF
and they've got millions of dollars, and then the next year the project's run out,
and they can't even put petrol in their vehicles anymore. So is it sustainable over
the long term?

And the key one | think is: do you have the information? It's not do you
know everything, but do you have the information you need to manage? Are
there decisions that you have to make where you really need to know more to
be able to take a good decision? So in terms of processes, do you have a regular
work program? So is there an annual work program and if so what? Are the right
people involved, in terms of participation, as more and more requirement for
public participation and stakeholder participation? Are the right people involved?
And are they able to actually influence decision-making? A key part of
management is often compliance or enforcement, so we have a set of rules but

are we actually able to make those rules be followed? So do we have the staff to
9



enforce them? Do we have a culture that expects people to obey the rules? And
are they applied equitably? So very often, and again it depends on where you
are, where corruption might be quite high in society, you might have rules but
they're actually not applied because people get around them. Protected areas
are not complete no-go zones, so there's a variety of different protected area
categories, some of which allow for resource use but is that sustainable and is it
regulated within those limits? Do we address both the ecological and the social
aspects of management? So very often, managers are biologists or have a
natural resource training, but a lot of management is actually social, so do we
have the skills, are we managing within the social aspects of management? And
are we monitoring, so are we actually measuring the things that we need?
28:58

A couple of, probably one of the simpler ones, are we actually doing
what we said we would in plans? So are we implementing plans in a timely way?
Are our work programs completed? Or do we have lots of plans but we don't
ever get them done for one reason or another? Are stakeholders participating,
and have monitoring results been fed back into planning? Are we using the
monitoring that we're doing? And one of the key ones is about outcomes. So
has the condition of natural values been maintained, or has it improved? Are
they within acceptable thresholds, and we'll talk more about thresholds later in
terms of The Green List, so Idon't want to go into that now. As well as the
biological conditions, are the social livelihoods and cultural values of the site
being maintained? Are management objectives for things like tourism, so not all
objectives relate to values, some relate to programs, are they being delivered?
Are threats being diminished or minimized? And are stakeholders satisfied? So
we have positive results in terms of stakeholder views on the park. So these are
some of the questions we might want to have a system and answer.

| just want to finish by talking about how we use that, if we all measure
all six of those elements from context through to outcomes, how do we make
sense of that in decision-making? So let's play a little scenario game, let's
assume that when we finish measuring and we look at the outcomes, so the
condition of the values of the protected area are declining, so that result is not
okay, we're not happy with that. So the first question we ask is: "Why?" So why
aren't they okay? So then we need to look at the other parts of the evaluation
system, maybe the outcomes, the condition, is not okay because we actually
didn't do the things we said we would. So we were going to control invasive

species to protect one of the natural values of the site, but we didn't do that; for
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one reason or another we weren't able to control weeds across the whole area,

or if it’s an invasive animal, we weren't able to control the numbers of that.

So we didn't actually deliver the outputs; we said we were going to do
invasive species control but we didn't do it. Well, the first thing you might try is
doing that. If you're not happy with this result, try doing the things that you said
should lead to a positive result. That's a good theory. If you didn't do those
things, if you weren't able to do the invasive species control, well then why not?
Well maybe you didn't have enough money or enough staff, so before you can
do this, you actually have to redirect the resources that you've got to put those
resources into doing that work. So if that's what it looks like, the first thing |
would do is consider increasing the resources for invasive species control. But
let's say when you look at the resources, they're actually okay, you had the
resources, but you still didn't deliver. So why? Then you can start to think about
the work programs and the processes. So maybe you were doing it at the wrong
time of the year, so the way your work program was organized when you did
invasive species control, it wasn't during the growing season and so that's the
time when applying weed-killer will actually be most effective. So you might
change the timing. Or if you're shooting invasive animals, like pigs, you're doing
it but you're not doing enough; to control the pig population you have to get
more than 90%, you have to kill more than 90% in one year. If you only kill 80%
of the pigs, the next year you've just got just as many, all you've done is
increased the survivorship of the young ones. So look at the work programs,
why, given that you've got enough resources, you didn't get the result you want.
So you might look at other things, maybe you've got lots of resources but the
government has a priority for tourism development so instead of sending your
staff out to control invasive species, they're maintaining picnic grounds or

building camping areas, so you can reallocate resources.

There's another option, the results aren't okay, but you actually did
deliver the outputs so the results are wrong, but you did everything that you
thought should lead to a positive result, right? So there's a problem with your
strategy, you've got to go back to planning. These are the things we plan to do
to produce the result, it's not working. So we've got the result, so that means
the strategy must be wrong; we need to rethink our plans. let's say the outcome
is okay, cause that'’s also a result, that’s--hopefully we'll get that. That doesn't
mean you don't look at anything else, so if the result is okay but you didn't

deliver the outputs, maybe you were wasting your time doing this work. There
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were a lot of resources they took, “Well i'm sorry you said this is what you'd do
to produce the result, you didn't do it but the result is still okay, so maybe you

didn't need to do that and you could re-allocate those resources.”

So this sort of a scenario is the way in which you can get and use the
data from different parts of that evaluation framework to help you analyze
management, and adapt and make it better. That's all | wanted to say for an
introduction now, maybe we just take one or two urgent questions, but what I'd
like to do is hand it over to Andrew then, and then you can see what a system

for evaluating management within an agency looks like in the real world.

Q: I'm still a bit confused about the difference between output and outcome.

A: Okay so, an output is what's actually delivered, so let's take the invasive
species as a case and we'll take a weed and we'll say our management program
says that we are going to trade a thousand hectares with a herbicide, okay? And
when doing that, because in this thousand hectares, the weed color is maybe
25% brown cover. So that's what we're trying to address, so we want to reduce
that. And you may even have a target, you may even say you want to get that
down to below 5%, because your research says once weed cover is less than 5%,
it doesn't have an impact on the values. So the output is the area traded, so we
get to the end of the year and we've traded - all 10,000 hectares. So we've
achieved 100% of our output, but when we measure the percent cover of the
weeds - it's still at 15%, so that's the outcome. So this is what we did, this is
what we impact it had. So that tells us that the way we're doing it is not good
ideal. So maybe the herbicide is being used at too low a concentration, or
whatever, but we're doing the amount; another example is patrolling - we do
patrolling to stop illegal harvesting of plants. And you have a target, you say you
want to do 10 patrols per week, and then the object of that is to reduce
infringement. So you want below 10 instances of poaching per year, so if you
count the number of patrols, if you do 8 patrols a week, that's the output. The
amount of poaching, maybe you only get 3 poaching incidents per year, that's
an outcome. Another measure of outcome might be the number of orchids -
because that's what's being poached, so this is the ultimate outcome. So these
outcomes can happen in different areas, so one outcome is in terms of the
incidents, and another one, if the density of orchids is kept at a certain level - so
you want to think of outcomes in terms of what you want to achieve, now

(out)puts is about what you've done. Does that make sense to people?
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C: Yeah.

Q: | have a question about the framework. You adapt an adaptive project cycle
to develop the framework. After about 10-20 years of implementation, what

kind of strengths and weaknesses have you learned?

A: It will be useful also to consider this question after Andrew’s talked; | think
that one of the weaknesses is that in some places, people do the evaluation
because they're expected to do the evaluation. They produce the result, and
then they go back to doing things as normal, but they don't actually work
through this process. So | think that's one of the biggest breakdowns, is how do
we actually take the results of evaluation and feed them back into management,
and | know it's something Andrew has thought long and deeply about, and how
do they make sure that that connection exists. The other one, | would say, is
that we take-- if we go back to here, the people do this process and they do it all
the way around to about here, and they say, “Well that's too hard to measure so
we won’t do it.” And yet that's the most critical part of it. | think you need to do
everything, but if you leave this bit out, then you know something about what's

been done, but you don’t actually know whether it’s been effective.

Q: What happens in many cases when you start doing it and you realize very
quickly that it's the resources and personnel that's not enough, you hardly need
to go beyond that - it's the first stage, you already stopped there. Like many
management agencies, and maybe only one or two persons to manage huge

issues.

A: Yes and no. | mean, | think when we looked at the results of —and | haven’t
presented this, | might if we find a period one evening, | might add one on that;
we collected the data from tens and thousands of assessments globally and we
had a look at what are the things that best predict outcomes, positive outcomes.
And one of the inputs that’s there, it's not the most significant, so there are,
even with limited resources, if you get other bits of management right, you can
actually produce positive results, or largely positive results. ** (42:41) we've
done other research that shows how important those are, but for example, in
terms of ecological outcomes, the skills of staff and the effectiveness of law
enforcement are the best two predictors. So if you've got well skilled staff and

you've got good effective law enforcement, it produces good ecological
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outcomes in many instances - not always, but in many. If you look at social
outcomes, the best predictors of positive social outcomes was engagement with
community and having programs of community benefitting and assistance. So
understanding these other things can actually help you, even though these
resources are limited. | think the other one is that, to address this, if you're
going to go to the minister of finance and say we need more money, if you could
actually show the results where our values are being degraded and where are
the strengths and weaknesses in management, you've got a much more
powerful argument for where our resources should be invested, so | think it's
still beneficial to them. Let's stop there and hand over to Andrew, because then

we'll get an opportunity to really look at--
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Key:

* - one inaudible word

** - multiple inaudible words
(?) - uncertain

Q: question from the audience
A: speaker's answer

C: comment from the audience

It was lovely for Marc to give a bit of an introduction here for us this morning,
and hopefully what | can do now is begin to give you is a sense about how here
in New South Wales, we're applying a lot of what Marc talked about. And Marc
asked a huge number of really interesting questions at the end, many of which |
will be able to answer, but | won't do all of them, because we'll be here all day.
But I'll give you a sense about how some of this works. So, this is down just
north of Sydney, it's called Booti National Park, and as you can see we have lots

of beautiful coastal areas as we go along.

Now for my presentation here, what my plan is, is to go through looking at
what we do in applying the management effectiveness framework that Marc
spoke about, I'll show you how we structure the collection of our information
and what that looks like, we'll talk about how the assessment is undertaken and
who's involved, and then how the data is being analyzed and showing you how
we're actually using our system. (Now | hope, on the left hand side, right hand

side, that was a sufficient translation, | have no idea, but I'm hopeful.)

So, with that in mind, the best way to get a sense of what we do here in New
South Wales and what that looks like, is to actually see it in pictures, | find. And

so, what | thought | might do is show a video.

[video plays until 4:43]

One of the things that we try to do is...I love data, | love monitoring, | love
research, | love evaluation, and most people find that boring. So | try and make
it a little bit more interesting. So, I'm not sure how familiar you are with
Australia as a whole, but if we look at the country in the * with all of the

different states, I'm just talking about New South Wales, this part here. And
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within NSW, we have 8.4 million hectares, which is 9% of the state. That's a lot!
878 parks, some of them are very, very big ones, some of them are very small.
(To those of you that said you had 8 parks with plans and management for the
whole, | love you.) My team also has responsibility for writing all of the plans for
those parks, and it takes a long time. When we start drilling down, you don't
need to worry too much about this, but it's always a question of how do you
manage for all of that. Each of those different color blocks is an area that has a
manager. So, across NSW, we have 38 managers that are responsible for plans(?),
some of them have 3 or 4 parks to manage, some of them have 30 or 40, so it

varies.

So there's a bit of context for where we are in NSW, but the idea of doing
evaluation has to come from somewhere, and for us it actually started back in
2004. So we had a different part of government come to us, and they said,
"Right, you're not doing a good enough job. We'll have a look." They sat down,
they went through, they looked at everything and they went, "You're doing a
good job....you're doing a good job...and you're doing a good job, and so are you,
but none of you are doing the same thing. You're all doing it a bit different. So,
you need to change that, you need to make it clear and consistent in some ways.
And it provided lots of advice to us but it came out with two key
recommendations. And that was: establish specific objectives and priorities for
preserve management, and implement a comprehensive system to measure and
evaluate the results.

Now it's that second part here that I'm going to talk about at a fair bit of
length today, but the first part speaks to how we do our plans of management
as well. And that's also my job, | have twelve staff that have to do that across
the state, and keep us very busy. If you jump onto the internet and do a quick
Google search, you can find that report, and | can give you some of these slides

afterwards if you would like to help you find it easier as well.

So we thought, "Well, we've got to go and do something," and so we picked
up the phone and called Marc and the IUCN and a few other people and we said,
"How do we do this?" And we went and installed(?) the framework that Marc
just talked to you about earlier on, and we went through and we thought about
how we could apply those different components into the work that we do. The
picture there with building it up; we've done quite a few surveys now so we

keep on improving it as we go along, but each time that we do it we keep
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coming back and having a look at the management effectiveness guidelines, give
us a good sense about where things are at. And so we consider all of the
elements, for us, the way that we've done it is fit for scale. So if you've got 700,
800+ parks, you can't do detailed monitoring. You can't really get in and for
every single park, get in and do that. As Marc said, we just don't have the
resources. | don't think anybody ever would. But how do we get smarter and
smarter about doing that? And so then we'll continue to improve our program
as we go along, and at the end of my presentation | will talk about where we're
going to next and what we're going to be changing, and perhaps we can learn
from each other.

So, it's great to talk about doing evaluations of management effectiveness, in
terms of what that means for us, and just taking a step back, so how do we
define effective management for our parks? | don't know if Marc's mentioned it
before, but there's a bit of an idea floating around and that maybe then, instead
of just saying how many parks have evaluations that occur, but maybe we
should set a target about what effectiveness looks like. And so, if 80% of park
values are being effectively managed in conserving biodiversity, that'd be a good
thing. It's not just saying, oh, we've evaluated it, half of them are crap and half

of them are good, we need to set a higher target.

Now, here in New South Wales, in our state, we aim to maintain or improve
the condition of those values. So when we talk about management
effectiveness, we're talking about percentage of parks where the value of
condition is stable, or improving. So we're going to have a look of our data later,
just thinking about it with that, for us, effectively managed means it's not
getting worse, it's at least staying the way that we found it, but hopefully getting

better, as well.

All right, let's start having a bit of a look at the State of the Parks system
where we came, how we go about doing it because it's a great idea to do
assessments across all of your parks, but how do you do that? So, for us at initial
development stage in 2003, we worked with the IUCN. For us, and it's important
for you to consider that we had clear leadership from our head of parks, from
the top of the food chain. They said, "We want to be able to evaluate
effectively." If you don't have somebody pushing the leadership, somebody
saying that, "this is what | want," you won't get anywhere. When you get a

change in your leadership, your head of agency, you also need to be able to
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show them why you've gotten to where you are and where you're going with it,
otherwise you're going to be having a big debate with them saying, "I've got a
new idea, I've got a great idea, let's start again and do it differently now." So,
leadership and direction is important. For us, our approach was to have a small,
but representative group of people from across national parks to help us build.
What | think's a great idea may not be what you think is a good idea. It may not
be how you actually go and implement it on the ground, so we had to keep it
real, because otherwise if we come out with the best practice idea and apply

that, everybody might go, "No, | can't do it."

So we gave the first go of that in 2004, and at the end of that assessment,
what we found out is we got it all wrong. It was really kind of interesting, we got
to the end of it, it was a good idea, it was well-intended, but we mixed up a few
things, so we did it again in 2005. Now, when we do state parks, as we go
through all of that, we've answered for every single park. So, if you're the area
manager who has 3 rangers and 3 parks, saving the parks is easy. If you're the
area manager with 40 parks and 3 rangers, it's a lot of work for you. So, we have
to think about how do we set up a collection of information and ** that way we
can get as high quality results as we can. We can answer these questions on
condition, impacts from threats, we can look about whether or not it's
appropriate, and by doing so, in comparing it all, it means that we can compare
results between parks, we can look across different values and threats, and we

can look over time.

Now in terms of time, we've done our survey now in 2005, 2007, 2010, 2013,
and then we left for a little while before we did it last year, 2018. There's a lot of
things that come into play for agencies: restructures, funding, priorities, we
need to make sure that when you **, everybody's ready to go with this, and
they actually want to do it. So, we've got five data points now, it means that we
can start to actually look at trends and information. Interestingly, it's all a lot of
gualitative assessment, but it's underpinned by quantitative data. And I'll show
you what some of that looks like, and how you can continue to improve it. So,
it's a long way to come, we started off in 2001, we got all the way through
different steps as we've gone along, and the future is hopefully bright and sunny.

My fingers are crossed, we'll see.

All right, let's have a bit of a talk about what data we collect. Marc gave us a

whole bunch of questions earlier on, and | do apologize, | didn't go bilingual for
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the remainder of it, | ran out of time and didn't quite get there. So, having a look
at the information that we first collected, we split our assessments for each part
into three different components. So first we ask about attributes: How big is the
park? What is the government **(electric thirteen?)? Does it have world
heritage? Does it have an agreement with aboriginal communities? Questions

like that give us a sense of scope.

Next, we ask questions around the context of the park. Have you got a plan?
What sorts of plans do you have? What are the values? What is the most
important thing that you're managing this park for? And as we talk about the
green list this afternoon, you can't get on the green list if you haven't articulated
what your values are, and whether or not you're protecting it. So the first thing
is, what are your values? Then we ask about threats, or impacts to those values,
we ask who are our stakeholders and what are they engaged in, we ask about
how many visitors that we have, and there's a continual increase in the number
of our visitors over the last ten years. And then we go and ask these questions
related to natural heritage, so that's biodiversity, that's water, that's geodiversity
("there's a geologist here, yep"), so that's the natural heritage component. We
ask about aboriginal cultural heritage, we ask about shared heritage or historical
heritage, so European heritage; Australian white settlers have been here for 200
years, we built lots of huts and fences, and people seem to think it's good stuff
that's old and we should keep, and we get to manage lots of it. We ask
guestions on visitation, stakeholder engagement, and then we get into some

very specific complaints, things like pests, weeds, illegal activities.

When Marc first helped us set up the State of the Parks, it had 30 questions.
Now we've rolled it up a little bit, we've grouped it together, so in here are four
guestions, but we just tell everybody it's one. Here's another four, but we just
tell them it's one. And it's an important thing because our staff, we'd go in and
they'd go, "Ugh, thirty questions, I fill it all in, next question, fill it all in, next
guestion. Now, all four questions are on one page, tick, tick, tick, here's my
answer, okay next one. And they go, "You've listened to me, it's so much
shorter!" Not really? But it seems that way, and it speaks to those managers on
the ground, how they experience it. Because if you're a manager on the ground
that doesn't have enough time, doesn't see it as important, you're going to look
at the least amount of information that you can, to make sure that | go away,
that he goes "Yes, it's done," and | go, "But it's rubbish!" "But | did it!" No, we

want to make them enjoy it, so that they can put good information.
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[Tea/coffee break until 20:28]

For us, for each time we did State of the Parks, it has three phases. Our
preparation work, and that takes about 18(?) months to get ready. Our
implementation, and then when we return, the information. I'm going to take
you through it * and I'm going to show you some real data, * some stuff that we
got, give you a sense of how we did it, so it might inspire some ideas around
how yours works. So preparation is always a bit of a challenge, we review what
we've done before, we make any necessary improvements, so if we've gotta bet
up(?) on a new system that * better data now, we don't ask(?) it anymore, we
don't need to, we have other systems. System data preparation and updates,
the actual online system, where we go into the computer and fill it all in, all of
that data needs to be upgraded, checked, audited, to make sure that it's correct
when it's put in there. We should be getting to a point where that's automated,

but we're not.

| don't know if you have a similar experience in Taiwan, but my experience
with systems, | go to my IT department and | say here's what | need. And they
say, "Go and do me a business case," and so | come back and here's my business
case, and they go, "Okay now write me a functional specification on how
everything worked." It's already here, | don't need to do it. And they say, "Oh, in
which case, then it will cost you this amount of money. And I'll say, "That doesn't
seem right, hang on a minute, | can do this, this, and this." And they go, "Oh, I'll
reduce it by 30%." Excellent. Then it rolls out, they complete it all, they deliver
about half of what | ask, and they charge me twice as much. So, reviewing the
data and getting systems is always an interesting challenge. We also need to
update guidelines and templates and make sure that we have all of that
information correct. We need to start communicating with our staff to say, "Hey,
it's coming." The video that | had up there is an example of what we did to start
to get them engaged, it was a little bit more tailored to what they needed, but it
was working its way through getting them excited about why they don't do this,
not just that they can afford it(?).

After that, what we've been doing is the implementation stage.
Congratulations, it's July the 1st, you now have three months to fill in your
assessments. If you've got three parks, no worries. If you've got forty parks, that

could become a bit of a problem, particularly if for two months and three weeks,
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you're off fighting fires, because half of the state's on fire at the moment.
Nonetheless, we go and get it all filled in three months, it's how long we give
people for it, every park gets assessed, ranges, specialists, if you're a pest
management officer, if your job is to take visitors out, then do it, come and help
us, give us the answers! So when our staff fill it all in, get to the end of it, then
their managers review it, and they have a look at it all and make sure that it's
consistent. And if I'm the manager, | look at it and | go, "Thank you Marc and
Joanne for filling it in. | can see, Joanne, you've been very grumpy lately, | can
see it in your results. Marc, | think you're a little too optimistic, things aren't that
good. So let's have a bit of a look, let's have a chat together, let's make sure
they're the same, that we're all on the same page, that it's equal in its
assessment." And so the manager moderates the results, not to change the
results unfairly, but to make sure that there is some consistency in the way that

everybody's filled it in.

At the end of that, it goes up one level, we have eight directors that look
after all of the managers and each one of them has to review all of their
managers' work. My team sits down with the director and says, "How can we
help you look at the data? What do you want to know?" And we go through it,
and we show them the bits. "Here's a summary of all the answers for this, do
those look right? Excellent, we'll improve those. Let's have a look at these, ooh,
hang on a minute, these three here don't look right, let's go and have a look at
the results." So we help them go through it. | don't know what your directors or
big bosses are like, but ours never have enough time, so anything we can do to
help speed that process up and improve the quality, we certainly try to do it.
And then when it's all reviewed by them and all signed off, | get my team to go

and have a proper look to make sure everything is good.

So, as we get through it, we might do some really simple things. For example,
if you used less than 50 characters to describe your answer, in terms of when
you were filling it in, | can't believe that you did a very good answer. So, my staff
pick up the phone and they say, "Hi, Marc. Listen, you said that impacts are
increasing to weeds, but you didn't really **, could you tell me a bit more? And
Marc will tell me a whole story and we'll go and type in in, and we'll say, "Great,
no worries at all." But we don't ring up and say, "Marc, you did a crap answer,
your answer is rubbish." That's not going to win us any points. What we do is,
we just say, "Well, tell us a bit more about this," because many managers, the

reason we all do our job is that we're really excited about looking after the
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environment, that's why we're doing it. So we might as well tap into their
excitement and get them to tell us more, and then get their answers. So there's

guite a bit of work that goes into making sure the quality of the data is good.

All right, enough about process stuff, let's look at cooler stuff like systems. So,
here is a snapshot of our system, we're gonna go and have a little look in and
out of it at the moment. We decided that for 870 parks, we needed an online
tool, a system to bring all the data together and integrate it. If | only had 20
parks, | reckon | could do it in Microsoft Access, | think you could probably
coordinate some of it via Excel, and Excel can be very powerful, and feed it into
some analytical tools, like Power of Al(?). So, there are ways and means, but for
us, with 870 parks, we need something that the staff around the state can
access, and keep the data together. Now within our system here, we have a few
different things. We have the assessment itself, click on the map and in you go.
We have tools here, | just talked about that review... fantastic, managers are
busy...let's make it really simple. Review, and this is my button, I'm going here.
Lots of people have told us they want to be able to view the data via a map.
Everybody loves a map, click on the map. If you need to look at the data or just

see some summary reports, away you go.

While | won't get into it at length today, one of the other things that we have,
though, are these two additional ones, the law(?) operations plans, the plans of
management. Every year, for all 38 of those areas, and all of the head office
type(?) functions that look after them, they have to do an annual plan that
provides a list of "here's what I'm going to do this year." We call that our
operations plan. And directors get very excitable about it, because they say,
"Well, there's a lot of things in there." | have a team of 24 people. If | give them
five projects in a year to do, | want you to work on these three plans of
management, | want you to do one nomination for the green list, and | want you
to contribute something to State of Parks. And, you've got those five, and you've
got another six and you've got seven, not surprisingly | have about 120 items in
my operations plan. Multiply that by every area and team in the state, there's
about 8000 things a year that are in there. The directors go, "Woah, that's too
many!" Not really, but it's about saying here's what you're going to do, and
reporting against it. And it all links back to our State of the Parks. So when you
do it, you fill it in, you describe what type of work it is, and where it's occurring,
and within the system, behind the scenes, it connects it to State of the Parks as

part of your evidence. So it's terrific to be able to say, "Do an assessment for us,
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and tell us what your evidence is; we're giving you as much of the evidence as
we can." We also have plans of management, and capacity to go into those. So
in terms of plans of management, we currently have 623 parks within adopted

plan of management.

Q: What do you mean adopted?

A: Adopted, for our plans of management, for them, it is a requirement under
our legislation that we must have a plan of management for each part. For that
document to be formalized, it has to go all the way up to the minister, and the

minister reviews it and signs off on it. At that stage, it is adopted.

Q: Minister of a state park, or minister of the federal government?

A: Minister of New South Wales, minister for the environment. And the minister
is very busy, and there is, as you can see, these are the plans of management
that our minister has signed off on in the last three months. So, we have 623,
we have 40 parks where we've exhibited it to the public, we've said, "Come and
have a look, tell us what you think," and then we'll finalize it and send it to the
minister. We still have over 200 parks that don't have a plan of management.
We wrote a three- or four-page document that said, "Here's what's important
about the park and what we're going to do about it," but they don't have a plan

of management yet.

Q: Because they are too small, or because of some other reason?

A: Because plans of management take a long time to write and | have eight
plans, and each year the managers come to me and say, "I've got another part
that | need you to do urgently." And so it goes on the front of the list, and some
of the plans take six to twelve months to write. It's not hard to write a plan of
management necessarily, but in doing so you need to make sure you're talking
with everybody, finding out what they think, making sure you're doing the right
thing, bringing it all together. So, plans of management take a very long time
altogether, and they go through all those processes. The legislation says you will
have a plan of management as soon as you can, once you've got that park, you
will have a plan of management as quickly as you can. Some of these 200 parks
are older than | am, so 40+ years, some of those parks, and they still don't have

a plan of management.
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Q: So you are not required to have a plan of management before its
establishment?

A: No. So the park is initially established, and then as a part of its establishment,
we go out and do assessments of values, threats, etc. The reality is for the
remaining 200, most of them are small, most of them are not complex, and
most of them you could probably write a plan of management, | think, in a
month, and have a decent draft to show to the public. So you could knock a lot

of them over very quickly, if you had the resources and the determination.

Q: So what are the guidelines for those parks' management, if they are without

a management plan? They should have a law?

A: That's a very good question. So, under the National Parks and Wildlife Act,
our legislation, it has some very clear rules of what you can and cannot do, and
the types of reserves that they have(?), and so that gives us some guiding
principles about what they're supposed to do within those parks. We also
managed the precautionary principle, which means look if in doubt, try not to
stuff it up, and do your best practice management as you can. And things like
State of the Parks have been very helpful in us writing these statements of
management intent. They are not plans of management, they have not been
adopted by the minister, but they articulate the values and the key things that
we're trying to do. Because while a park may not have a plan of management
yet, that doesn't mean it doesn't have other plans that are helping to influence
it. So we will have a fire management strategy, for example, for every single
park.

Now, the beautiful thing about those plans of management is that at the back
of it, it has a list of things that we're going to do. We've put all of those in our
system so that you can go in and you can do an update about how you're going
with that. And if you like, when you open it up to say here's my update, it'll say,
"Hey, | found these things from your operations plan that relate to this park,
that relate to the topic that you're talking about. Do you want to connect these
and show them as evidence? And in that way, we can continue to build more

evidence to underpin those plans.

Let's dig into this part here, let's have a look at our assessments, so if | go into
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our assessment here, it's going to come up with a whole bunch of questions. I'm
going to jump straight to--actually, let's have a look at the real system. Here's
the real system. So, does anybody know of a particular national park in New
South Wales...should we maybe do Cape Byron, just up the road here? So, if we
go and click on 'assessment' here, we're going to have a look at our attributes
information, our context information and management. So let's have a look at
the attributes, let's have a look at Cape Byron. So this is just up the road, it's
been green listed, and the first thing that we do is that we've connected a few
different bits together, so it goes and shows your pictures, 'cause everybody
loves a picture, who doesn't love a picture? The first thing you do when you
open it, you see a picture and you go, "Hey, that's my park, I'm going to make
sure this is good." And when | describe that, I'm not just being cheeky. There is a
reality that all of us feel a connection to what we do, and if we have that
connection, then we'll do a better job. A lot of what our State of the Parks has
been is being about change, culture change, getting a group of us national parks

to agree towards doing those sorts of things.

And then you can go and fill in all of that information about attributes: when
it was gazetted, how big the park is, whether or not it's got agreements in place;
it's all a little bit boring, though, so if we go back to...here in our contexter(?),
we start to collect information that gives us a baseline to answer Marc's
guestions. Marc wanted to know: What are the values? What are the threats?
What's the size of the risk? Is it important? Is it likely to impact upon your park?
And so, some of it's just straight up and down easy information. Let's have a
look at what plans exist for this park. There are a lot of plans, we've got a plan of
management, a cultural heritage plan, a weed management plan, another plan
of management...why have we got two plans of management? Oh, this was an
amendment. But you can see going through that, that they've got quite a bit of
stuff available. And any of them that are hyperlinked here, they can go and have

a look at those plans. So it starts to make it a resource for people.

Q: Is it open to the public?

A: No.

C: No wonder, we tried to link to the web, and we couldn't find information at
all.

A: Indeed, I'm sorry, no it's not open to the public. One of the things that we've

had over the last few years is several reviews, by government, by other people,
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and every time they come back again they go, "WOW, why isn't this publicly
available?" And so we go, "No problem, let's do all of this stuff to get ready to
be publicly available and here are the results." And they go, "Hold on a moment,
| don't know if I like those results, | don't know if | want people to have that

information."

C: That's the tension(?) | was talking about before, when transparency and

openness and concern about...

So, look, you can see that you've got quite a lot in there and we also ask
people about what's the influence on management, and whether or not the
plan is adequate for what we needed to do. We actually made that adequacy
guestion optional, it depends on who really wants to do it, who doesn't; we
don't have to have that bit of information, but a lot of managers said they
wanted to collect it. So we said, okay, we'll collect it, but for those of you that
say it's already too long, we'll make it optional, you don't have to do it. What it
means, though, is that at the end of the assessment, we can collect all of that
data, we can say, let's look at all of the plans of management from across the
state. And any plans of management that say 'the influence on management is

minor,' or 'it's got no influence,' we're going to prioritize reviewing that plan.

Alright, so it's great to sort of say, "Here are the plans," but let's have a look at
the next thing, which is values. So, the next question asks, "What are the
important values in this park?" And you can see that, for the park just up the
road here, it's not huge, it's not a big park, but it's got a lot of important things
that make it special. Biodiversity, cultural heritage, it has an economic benefit or
value to the community, it brings a lot of tourism, a lot of money. That's an
important value for the reserve in reality. We also have lots of visitation to the
park, so you can go in and you can add the details of all of these; you can see
that there are common headings here, though. So in bold, those are the big
categories that we use. So you can write whatever you like in detail, but you

have to pick a category.

Q: May | ask how all these values come out, through what kind of process these
values come out, and these values are for all parks, so for each park you just

pick out which values are your priority values, right? For all parks?

A: We can do. So for all parks to have to fill them in, I've just quickly changed
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reserves here, I've gone to one of our parks out west, and you can see that
they've put less in, and that they've written less, so they all have to do that.
They go to their plans of management, they go to those statements of
management intent; when the reserve was gazetted, there would've been some
things that described what was important about that park. So, they put it in
there, and captured it by that. You've asked about priority, that's exactly right.
With us here, whether it's a top 5 priority value, only pick the top 5. The first
time when we rolled it out in 2005 and 2007, we said you could only pick five,
the system won't let you write any more in. Only five, tell us your top five, and
lots of people said, "We want to be able to write more. Our park is really
important to us, we want to be able to write a whole lot more. So for example,
Kosciuszko National Park, he has quite a lot as well. And you can see that they
actually wanted to write an awful lot, they have a very different management

requirement down there, so they put quite a lot of * in.

C: One of the benefits of that is that this is constantly bringing a * of managers,
and understanding why it's important. So, they have to think that through and
pick which are the top 5 out of that list. We talk about a lot of planning and
management being values-based, so making your decisions around values.
Something like this makes it very conscious to managers why the area is
important, which often otherwise they can forget. You go to many parks and
you ask the manager why is the park important, and they struggle to answer.

Something like this actually makes it very clear.

It was very interesting for us when we started looking at doing a green list,
because the green list says that you are effectively managing your values to
achieve the outcomes. But it's not about everything, it can't be about
everything, but what are the most important values that you can't afford to lose?
It's why that park is special. So we allow our staff to write all of the things there,

but we do ask them to identify the most important ones.

Q: What would also get them to write the significance, is it significant locally, or

is it significant for all of New South Wales?

A: Absolutely, so regional, state, national, then you go international. Byron Bay is
of international significance as a central meeting place for the local community.
The beaches and adjoined recreation areas are a popular setting. We get 1.2

million visits-
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C: It's more than that now, it's at least 1.5.

A: 1.5 million people, no wonder | had problems with traffic *. And that's just
one of our parks.

So it's great to identify the values, but what comes next is going to be about
threats. If we scroll to the next page here, the next question is: What are the
threats that you've got to these values? And regrettably, | can't edit the system
at the moment because it's closed from last time. But we get people to identify
what the threat is here, and it's only a threat if it's going to impact upon a value.
So, in the edit tool when you're filling this in, it gives you a list of all of the values
you said on the previous page, and it says, "If this is a threat, tell me what it's
impacting upon. Because if it's not impacting upon any of these, it's
inconvenient, but it's not a threat." So we've created a really clear linkage
between threats and values. We're using best practice common sense;
managers are some of the smartest people | know. They know what's going on

in their parks, so we're asking them to build those connections.

Q: Why is it a connection between threat and value, but not threat and
objective?

A: For the moment, when we've been building the system, we've driven it by a
values-based component, whereas the objective is how we're choosing to
implement that value, so you're making choices around what you'll do for that

value and the objective, but we don't have objectives for every part.

C: For my personal opinion, objective is something you can measure the value of.

So if you connect directly between value and [the threat], it's a little illogical.

A: Absolutely, | think it could be interesting to explore it further, though | think
before you link it to the objective, you would still need to know what the value
was. Yours is an interesting point for me, that we've got values, we've got
threats, but what about what we're trying to do in the middle and how you
influence that.

C: Because some of the threats, you can only find and identify from the

objective, but not from the **
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A: Well, I'll continue that one over lunch if | could because I'd like to explore that

one further.

So we've listed the threats here, the common categories. The bits in bold,
again, are major category groupings that they've linked them together by,
they've described what's going on there. We've also asked them to identify the
extent and severity, but also their confidence. So the reality is | might not know
exactly what's going on there, or be sure of it; my confidence may be low, in
some cases it may be high. But there's quite a lot of connections going on here,
climate change is impacting visitation, biodiversity, cultural heritage, economic
values; that's quite a lot of things that we're building connections to, and they
may not all be the same. We then got really mean, because it's always fun to
keep managers on their toes, so after they built all of these linkages together,
the next thing we said is, "We want you to actually tell us, for this value that you
said was being impacted by this threat, we now want you to tell us what the
likelihood and consequences are, so we can figure out risk, and in that way we
can begin to make decisions about what's the most pressing thing. If something
is an extreme risk, we are more likely to want to target that. And if it's a lower
risk, and if | just sort them, for here, for our Byron Bay National Park just down
the road here, we can see that climate change and erosion are likely to have an
impact upon aboriginal cultural heritage, lots of middens along the coastal areas

are going to be washed away.

Q: And what are these?

A: Lots of shells; aboriginal people, historically, when they spent lots of time on
beaches, they would have a big pile of shells that would become an important
site where they could do that. As sea level rises, it gets washed away. So, if
that's an important value for that park, if sea level rise is coming, it's under
extreme risk.

So, you can begin to see how we're linking some of these things together.
We're saying values, threats, risk levels...I'm going to stop it there, and have a
quick last look at management, and then I'll show you some results, and how
we're bringing some of this together. So | mentioned that we have a small
number of pages, so much less than the 30 we had back in the beginning, Marc,

we used to scare people. And so, for example, if | were to come here and look at
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natural heritage...we have all of these questions that we're going to ask in here
and I'm going to show you what these look like: We ask whether or not they
have enough information to manage their park, what their approach to
management is, how effective that management has been in that park, again,
for this topic which is natural heritage, and we ask them what the condition is.
We get them to tell us what evidence they used, so they may have a whole heap
of monitoring data, they might have a PhD thesis on erosion rates of local
geology, they may have visitor surveys, which will have less impact here, but
some of it may be quantitative data sitting within a qualitative framework so

that we can compare and cross (across?) everything.

Now, one of the challenges | had, and I'll show you what those look like as we
unpack it, staff can opt out of the question, they can say, "Natural heritage is not
a value for this park." The system goes back and checks what values you listed,
and if it says anything that's natural heritage, it won't let you opt out. There are,
| think, 6 or 7 parks in New South Wales that could opt out of that question, not
many. When we look at sufficiency of information here, it's a really
straightforward assessment. What information is available to support planning
and decision-making? Do you have comprehensive information? Do you have
everything you could possibly need? Do you have key information, but there are
some gaps? Do you have basic information? ("l can do my job, but gee, | wish |
knew more.") And then, there is insufficient information, "l don't know
enough." And if we take that from every reserve across the state, we can start to
identify trends and gaps in information that we don't know, and we can start to

plug that.

It's nice to tick a box, but we make you justify your answer, you have to tell us
why you said that. And this is where | said to my team, "If Marc filled this in and
there are only 50 characters here, my team's going to ring up and say, "Tell me a
little bit more." So if | were to say this, | ** "Great, thank you," and we can move
on. And ** "Wow, you guys are helpful," rather than getting me in trouble for

not doing my homework.

Q: What in proportion of assessment do you have to do that all? So how much is

already sufficient **...

A: | think probably 90, over 90% is good, but it's about improving the quality of

that remaining 10%.
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Q: Have you found that if you go back to them and ask for more than one, that

next time they do it, it's okay? Or is there a learning process?

A: limagine there would be, but | can't give you a definitive answer. As you can
see, they can write quite a lot, too, we give them a lot of space to be able to get
those answers. We ask them about their approach to management, so what is
the overall approach, are you implementing a comprehensive planned approach?
| have my plan of management, | have my values, | have my objectives, | know
what the threats are and here's what they do, and it's all under control, and |
have all the money | need and all the staff | need, and yes, not many people tick
that box.

I'm implementing a planned approach, but it's constrained, it's limited in
scope or capacity. And if there is a limitation, we get them to tell us, from a
dropdown list here, what some of those reasons are. It may be limited resources,
not enough time, not enough information. This park, it might be a case that's
saying my overall approach is reactive management. When there's a problem, |
go and do something about it, but the rest of the time | leave it alone. It's okay,
and that's a perfectly legitimate and okay approach. In other cases, there might
be a little *, and that's not always good. | did have somebody doing our
assessment in 2013, and they turned around to me and said, "Andrew, | cannot
possibly answer this, | haven't visited the reserve in six years, and so | can't
answer your assessment." And my response was, "Go out and visit the park. Use

it as an excuse to go out there." And so they did, which was good.

We ask for the effective management, so negative impacts of problem
things...good, there is a bunch of them, they're negligible. Fine, don't worry
about it, all cool. Are impacts diminishing? The work that we're doing is making
things get better. If they are stable, then nothing's changing, it's okay,
everything's fine, it's not getting worse, it's not really getting better, but it might
be in really good condition already, so its impacts are stable. And the last one is
impacts are increasing, so this might be important, | don't even know, | don't
have enough information to assess it, that's a bit of a problem as well. In each of
these three here, we would consider the park to be deemed effectively
managed. Impacts are stable or getting better, they're not getting worse. It's an
interesting line to take, and there are so many ways that you could measure

some of this, but keeping them stable is important. And then for all of that, we
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then say, "Tell us what condition they're in." And everybody has lots of
definitions around this, we went round in circles over and over and over, but the

reality is, 'excellent,' 'good,' 'fair,' 'poor,' people generally understand that.

Q: Do you have definitions of **

A: Not only do we have information in the help line here, but if you want to go
and click on this help button here, it'll give you the definition and explanation
for every single word as you go through here. So when people say, "Well hang
on, is it all consistent and fair?" We've rolled out training, we've given them
guidelines, we've linked them into the survey tool, we've explicitly told them
what it means; our view is if you interpret it wrong, that's not our fault, we will
be clear about it.

And if you hover over here, normally we would come out with some
examples of the kind of answers that we might like to provide. Finishing off this
page, just to give you a closing theme, I've talked about efforts to support
professional experience, research planning, document specialist opinion,
community opinion, corporate data, survey monitoring, and other
documentation. Research makes up about 40% of our assessments for natural
heritage, research surveying and monitoring. So that's a fair bit of quantitative
value underpinned, professional experience makes up nearly 100%, because

people have been putting an index so they can contribute quite a lot.

| have different people who have had different views on that. My view is,
when you go and see a doctor, and you sit down and you see your doctor and
you say, "I'm feeling really...I'm not feeling so good," and they're not sure about
how you're feeling. Your doctor looks at you and says, "So, you just need to go
home, you need to have a rest, I've seen five of your case this week, two days
bedrest you'll be fine. And you go home, two days bed rest, and you are fine,
and that's great. In other cases the doctor goes, "Ooh, not really too sure | like
how you're looking there, I'm going to get some tests done. Might take a bit of
blood, take a swab, get a couple of things checked, and find out the results. And
you might call that research or monitoring, so sometimes we need research and
monitoring, sometimes professional experience is spot-on. We employ
specialists in ranges, to be able to tell us what's going on in that park. Their
professional advice is completely legitimate, and does give us a really good
sense of what's going on, as well. And just to reinforce that, Marc went and got

his PhD student to go and do some research where she went and put quadrants
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down on the ground, and she asked the staff for their opinion. And generally
speaking there wasn't that much of a difference between the results. So there's

a time and a place for all sorts of different data.

Now, for the last thing I'm going to show you before we start looking at some
results, although we're going to take a break at the end of this next slide, is how
you make use of all of this. Incidentally, we've got these little tabs over here that
show your results from previous surveys, so you can copy and paste your
answers from last time if you would like. We also have this information tab here,
where it can link back to other data from your assessment and to other
databases, including as an example here, looking at operational plan of actions,
so | talked about this earlier, where this is your annual list of things that that you
will be doing, it goes back into the system, it goes and (grabs/brands?) all of the
actions that you have undertaken, to help give you a sense of the evidence that
underpins the work that you've done. So, for example, for this reserve, we have
a number of actions where they said, "Here is what we're going to go and do,
and I'll have some reporting in there in due course. So we haven't got those in

there just yet.

The very last thing is that it's kind of cool to go through and do all of these
assessments, but what we found is that everyone got lost at looking [sic] all the
detail. How do you roll it up? So we started to do that, so our newer addition to
this is that we talked about information sufficiency approach to effective
management and condition, and then we asked all of these questions. Red is
bad, green is good, here is [sic] your answers that you can begin to look at for
natural heritage. So we can see that the natural heritage in this park, the results,
probably pretty good, and the equals sign there means the answer is the same
as their last assessment. So this is the same as last time, this one has gotten a
little bit worse, so for historic heritage here, we used to have a comprehensive
planned approach, everything was perfect, now we've got some gaps. So we can
quickly and readily say **, and so it gives managers a quick tool to be able to
see all of the results in one place. We had a go at trying to create an indicator,
it's harder than it looks. What we ended up doing was hiding this, we didn't roll
it out for our staff, we found it didn't work. But, the idea is that we'll keep trying
for some of that. But at the end of it we said, "Look at all of those assessment
bits, what's the story? What is your overall summary evaluation?" And so we
can have monitoring of survey work that informs our assessment, and from our

assessment, seeing all of those results, we can do an evaluation of how that
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park is going. And then that starts to give us a sense of what's important or not
about that park, and we can then start talking about recommendations about
things that we should do. So, for example for natural heritage, we need to do
some monitoring and survey work in this particular park, because we've got

some camps there.

State of the Parks does not replace the need for monitoring or research or
survey work, but it allows you to bring all that stuff together into one consistent
framework, so you can start to create meaning at a different scale. That's its
value, it is a part of the puzzle, it is not a substitute for monitoring, you still need
to do those sorts of things. You still need to write objectives, you need to have
indicators, you need to monitor for them. But how do you roll it up to make

sense of it? That's what this starts to do.

So with that in mind, I'm going to get you to pause for five minutes, give
everybody a chance just to stand up, get a bit of oxygen into you, now it can be
a bit much listening to all of this, have a drink of water, and while you're doing it,
| would like you, using your smartphone, to help me out. So before we start
looking at our results, | want you to go to this website and type in that code.
And then you're going to see that there are 8 threats to our parks here in NSW. |
would like you to put them in order; what do you think are the most common
threat? Do you think weeds are? Do you think fire is? What do you think is the
most common threat, and what do you think is the least common threat across
800+ parks? It won't show your particular result, it will show the room's result,
what do we think together are the most common ones? So you've got five
minutes, stand up, have a drink of water, but if you go onto your phone, go to
your browser, go to menti.com, and it will say give me a PIN, and you type in

that number, and you can start putting them in order.
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* - one inaudible word

** - multiple inaudible words
(?) - uncertain

Q: question from the audience
A: speaker's answer

C: comment from the audience

(S, M will be used for parts in which Sherri and Marc speak alternately)

For five years, we've been developing a new management framework based
around the IUCN guidelines of productive management. One of the reasons why
we can try to change the way we do these things is about ten years ago, we
were audited by the Treasury department. One of the things they asked us was
that, “We give you all this money, what kind of positive outcomes are we seeing

on the ground?” And we couldnt answer because..

C: because they're giving you so much money.

Yeah! but they wanted to see results, and we had no way of showing that what
we were spending the money on actually had a positive result [sic] or what was
happening. So we couldn't actually explain what was happening with our parks
as far as the condition of them. So, the planning area was audited, and then our
fire area, fire management area was audited, and our test management area
was audited, and they all found the same question was we couldn't answer
what - what we were doing here. So, we all got together and we started to
develop this new framework which we call the value based management
framework, so it really focuses on our values, what their conditions are, and

what we need to do to manage them.

So, to start off, Queensland - it's a large state, and we are responsible for over a
thousand protected areas and forests and reserves. Even though it only makes a
small percentage of our state, they're very diverse; we have everything from
marine parks, we've got islands in our Great Barrier Reef, we've got inland areas
that are quite remote and dry, then we’ve got tropical rainforests, and all
different questions that from over the state, which makes the parks really

different. And how do we manage that?
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So the question is, what is values based management framework? VBMF - we in
the government love our acronyms so we call it VBMF. So we developed this
system and we start by planning and you can probably see some of the linkages
to some of the IUCN, the management sort of framework. So what we do is we
start off with planning and we're assessing our parks for what their key values
are, and we look at their condition and their trend, and what are threatening
them, and we develop strategic management directions around that. Through
that process we prioritize those management directions, and this is the kind of
stuff that gets put in our management plans and statements. We feed that
down into our work programs and that's how we do that, and monitoring - that
was one of the big things we were missing was how do we monitor all these
things. This is where I'll show our monitoring framework that we've developed,
but we've introduced these health checks which is - we'll go into a lot more
detail later and we'll even go out this afternoon and you'll all get one to try. But
it's a baseline monitoring term - we can get our rangers out on our parks to see
the values, know what they are, know what condition they're in, and then we
can do that every year. And that provides us with information to know what
condition they're in and what's threatening them and what we can do with that.

Our evaluation program is...did Andrew take you through?

M: When they went through the State of the Parks, yeah.

S: Yeah, so this is...we're a little bit behind New South Wales and the ministry of
guards (? 4:31) but we're developing an evaluation program now to assess that.
So on Friday morning, we've got Emma, Georgio, and Lianne Tugman(? 4:41)

from my team coming in - and they can explain that stuff to you better.

But at the end of the day what we want to do is we want to manage and protect
those things that matter the most, so rather than trying to protect everything
and manage everything and getting confused what we should do, we've
identified our key values in our parks. We'll use that to strategically direct those
management directions, and we've also got to make sure we ensure we
undertake our custodial obligations, so for example, for fire, our obligation to
protect life and property for example, or something about cultural obligations

for our First Nations.

We’ve introduced a whole new ** (? 5:26) of setting our levels of service for our
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parks; I'll talk about this a bit more in detail, but we've evaluated all our parks
and we've set a level of service for each of our parks and we know where we
can prioritize our management. And build [sic] systems that support this
adaptive management, that's things like our health checks. Accountability and
transparency, so when we start doing our reporting, we are producing our first
State of the Parks report, but you'll see in our management plans now we're
very clear about what the condition of our parks are, we actually spell that out
in the management plans now. Of course, as adaptive management, we should
strive to improve that three structured learning (? 6:13), and being able to redo
that.

For the last couple of years especially, we've really had a big emphasis on
working with our First Nations people. We're lucky enough we've now got our
first minister, the first we've had that is a traditional owner. She's from
Stradbroke Island and there's been a really big push for this. And it's been great
because we are starting to do things like introduce traditional fire practices back
into the park management, we've been out to get our First Nations people back
on country, which is making their communities healthier, and it's really been
good. We were able to produce our very first management plan which was done
jointly with Daintree National Park in North Queensland and with the * (7:12)
and it was a long process, but it was so beneficial, and we're very happy to have
done that and what was really good about it was that the key values that we
were identifying aligned very well with what they identify as key values. And so
it all worked really nicely, and I've got the plan here if you'd like to take a look,
but it's also online, and | can send you that link as well. They're now working a
lot on our fire and pest strategies up there, they're starting to bring in some of
the traditional fire practices back up there, and we've actually been able to
identify their cultural landscape and their values, and meld it all together. And

they're being fantastic; so we're doing that sort of all over our state.

So the first step what we do is this is our plan here, where we actually got to
identify key values for our park, and so we identify natural, cultural, and social
values for our parks, and we've got those four categories, and then what we do
is we run these values assessment workshops, like Will was saying where we
have a variety of people. All our key values that we identify goes through a very
thorough process. We run a workshop and we use criteria to assess their
condition, and sometimes that may be just a best guess from the rangers

because we really haven't been out there, sometimes we've already done
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health checks or some kind of monitoring, or sometimes we've even got
scientific information that can give us an indication of what condition it’s in,
they identify the trend, and then we go through a process of identifying what
the current threats are, and then we also assess those, and then that helps us
give us our strategic management direction for how we're going to manage
these things. So what we've done is for the condition, we've based it on the
standard approach, this is like the IUCN outlook report and standard, four
categories, our trend, and again what we do is we put a confidence on that,
because we could say something is in good condition, but our confidence in it
might be low, which can’t help but indicate that we may need to do some

monitoring.

(10:14) 1 didn't print everything out for you, but what I'll do is I'll give Mark
some files, so | can give you the presentations ...a guide and everything, and of
course if you have some questions later, even when you go back home, feel free
to call me I'll give you my details. So | thought, well, have a look, this is
Lamington National Park so we’ve got a draft management plan and like | said
we're working with our First Nations people at the moment, so it’s still in draft
form, but this is just an example of what gets put into a management plan. one
of our big key values here is the walking experience, so we talk about how
walking trails and the experience for visitors. It's not just a social value but it's
also a cultural value, so our walking tracks here (? 11:07), which Will was saying
was one of the first developed. Culturally they're very important, and a lot of

them are built by people post-war, so there's a lot of history there.

So we did an assessment and you can see that it's good with some concern, but
currently it's deteriorating, and a lot of it is put down to some of the big storms
we've had lately, and sometimes it can be that we just can't get access to some
areas, and there's a lot of work to be done about that. And some of the tracks
as well, they weren't necessarily placed in the right areas so there's a lot of
landslips, but you can see also that it's only inferred, so we need to do some
health checks on those to see that. Our cool temperate forest is one of the most
significant rainforests up here, that's the Cloud Forest, and you can see that
that's in good condition, and we desire to keep that in good condition, and the
trend at the moment is about stable. Unfortunately that's one of those key
values that is very vulnerable to climate change. We've already seen changes
there as it's been warmer and drier, that cloud cover's lifting and we're seeing

changes already. So, something we're working on now about how we
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incorporate climate change into our planning, which is one of my favorite topics.

So, key values and values assessments is one part of it, the other part is what
we've introduced as these levels of service. So, we've done a very large
assessment of all our parks, and we've had set criteria, and we've set our parks
against these 8 criteria, and we've given them the levels of service, ** (? 13:04)
levels of service, everything from ‘acceptable’ which is good base
management, right through to ‘exceptional’. So Lamington up there, it's an
exceptional park. But what we've done is given them a level of service against all
this criteria. For example, there's a park out west, a very good example,
Currawinya National Park. It's only unacceptable for fire management, because
there virtually is no fire management issues out there, there's no neighbors, it's
not a lot of effort that gets put in. But their pest management presents very
large goat problems and pig problems in their springs and it's a Ramsar lake area,

it's an ‘exceptional’ for pest management.

So what we can do now is start directing our management towards those areas.
And as part of our values assessment, what we do is then we run through a set
of questions and we go, "Alright, well you are supposed to be an exceptional
park for pest management, and we run through the questions, "Where are you
currently now?" Well, you're only a medium, so what do we do to get up to that
point? You know, it might be that we haven't got enough knowledge on pest
management, we haven't gotten access to enough equipment, or we don't have
enough resources guided towards that, and that also leads in to our health
checks and our condition. If our condition is still deteriorating, then we're not
meeting our levels of service maybe, for pest management. So we've done that
for every park across the state, they've got a set desired levels of service, some
of our areas, our pest and our fire team and even our asset team now are using
this to help direct funding to those parks, so if that park is an exceptional park
for pest management, they will get more focus on the funding rather than the

acceptable park.

M: This is in my experience, sort of ground breaking. For parks, NSW is looking
at this system and seeking to introduce it as well, but Queensland has probably
gone further. NSW has gone further than Queensland in terms of doing State of
the Parks reporting, but in this area Queensland is leading. And it's something
that | think is in part a response to understanding that our resources for park

management are limited, and are likely to always be limited. So, what I'm
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staying is we've got our limited resources, let us have a structured system for
deciding what's important and what we need to deliver for the park. So if it's a
park with high visitation, then we would say it was an exceptional park in terms
of visitation. The level of service in managing this should be exceptional, we
should be doing everything that we possibly can. It doesn't get many visitors if
it's not important, then it's not just a question of how much development, it's
about, | guess, how much effort, what standard you want to put in the
management. Instead of saying we should be doing everything we can
everywhere, given the reality that that's not possible because resources have
been strained, how do we do things in a way which looks back to the values
framework, which means we protect the most important values? | think it's not
something you see in a lot of places, but | think it's going to be a merging

approach to the way in which we deal with park management.

Q: Just to clarify, | agree, | think that's really wonderful, but | don't understand
the bottom half of the slide, is that evaluating existing condition, or is that

projecting into desired condition?

A: So what we did first; it does both, so we have current levels of service, where
we're actually at, and what we think the park should be. So the desired levels of
service is set for all our parks with some criteria. For example when we set our
desired levels of service for fire management, we looked at criteria like what
kind of vegetation does it include, like Lamington’s got eucalypt forests, which is
really dependent on fire, the Currawinya example, it’s all mulga which doesn’t
require any fire. So we looked at the type of vegetation, how close are these to
suburbs, so we’ve got special zones, that we need to make sure we’ve
maintained, so it looked at some of that sort of stuff, accessibility, and so it was
a whole heap of criteria, our pest management was about what kind of natural
values we can get affected by, pests, and what kind of pest problems they have

on those parks

Q: So if, for instance, you have the five levels, so in terms of pest management,
if the ranking is exceptional, what does that mean? It means the current level of

management is excellent, no more—

A (S): No, it should be, and what we’re saying is if the design is exceptional, it
should be getting this kind of resourcing and this kind of focus. And what we do

then in a workshop is we go through some questions, to see where we are. And
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they might be there and they might be getting the right resources and they
might be hitting their target, and in some cases, they’re currently only a
medium, so there’s big gaps in what we need to be putting in our management
plan, management directions about increasing them to make sure that we’re
hitting that.

M: And in bidding for funding as Will explained, it gets a small budget to just run
the park and keep it going, but it has to bid for funding. And other parks are
bidding for funding, which as well is limited. But if he is bidding for money, so he
says, “I need to maintain the walking tracks, | need * (19:26), we need to do a
redevelopment of these parks and we need half a million dollars in this year to
do that. And the park down the road, it’s an exceptional park for visitor
management because of the values of that track and the level of use. The park
down the road, which may be rated only as, say, medium or high for visitor
management as the desired level of service, because it’s not as significant, and
then look at the two, they’re gonna use the desired levels of service that help
them decide how to allocate available funds. Will’s more likely to get what he’s
asked for than a park, which may still, if its levels of service are high, but it’s only
currently at medium, it’s going to be different from it’s exceptional, and it’s *
(20:27) high or medium. So it helps allocate resources, and it means that you’re
setting a standard of management that matches the values. So with a green list,
we were saying it’s not perfection, it’s setting a standard, in that case we’re
setting a standard which is sort of global, this is a way to refine that at a much
finer scale, which you can do because you’re dealing with the values of an

individual site.

Q: You have identified 8 different management things, how did you come up
with these 8? That would be all across the Queensland, they need to rate their

situation under these 8 management things?

A (S): So, the elements that we picked were based on...we, as a planning team,
workshopped what we thought would be appropriate, and then based on sort

of our groupings of —

C: No, no, what | mean is they do have 8 different management things, how did

they come up with these 8?

S: | guess we developed knowing what is [sic] the biggest groups that manage
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our parks, so we do have a big fire management area and fire is a major issue
and we’ve got a fire team, so fire was an obvious one, and so with pests, and
natural, visitor, and cultural, it was intuitive, | guess, that we know that those
groups, because we looked at our systems and we looked at how we managed

our parks and we developed those intuitively. We're still testing it...

C: So | suppose that the answer is 8 is not the magic number.

S: No, it’s not a magic number. | would suggest if anyone was going to go down
this track, were to look at their systems, look at their parks, | think there’s
natural groupings? But we’re still evaluating this too, this is all new, so one of
the things for example, these two here, these are actually averages of these,
and what we’re finding is this is not really too relevant, so we’re doing a review
at the moment and we actually are probably thinking about removing one. So it
was a matter of coming up with what we thought were the appropriate ones,

and seeing how it worked.

C: Yeah because that field management capacity is more like the daily operation,
really, and the nature value management is probably more active actions of the
park...

S: So the idea of field management was do they have enough resources and
they’re doing it, and the operational planning and support was, are they getting
enough support from the head office? So what we’re finding is we may just have
one that sort of covers that generally, so we are making some changes.
Originally we had an indigenous one as well, and obviously through working
with First Nations more now, we found that was sometimes quite offensive to
have to give them a level of service. They said, “Well, we don’t want levels of
service,” you know, because for them, all of their country is important, they're
all equal, and so we’ve removed that one. So it was having a set that we felt fit
right, and then reviewing it as we were going along. But for us it was natural to
have fire, to have our pest team, our natural values, and so we’ve got natural,
social, cultural, when we say historic cultural, this is not First Nations, that’s our
European or shared culture. The community of partnerships one is around
working with third-party people, we’ve got a lot of barriers, we’ve got leases,
trustees, things like that, about those commercial and those third parities, and
that’s still a very weak area that we’re trying to develop. So this is still all a work

in progress, and | think when we talk about adaptive management, it’s not
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about just adaptive management on the ground, but | think you’ve got to be
adaptive in your whole framework and your procedures that work. Especially in
Australia, we have elections every 3 or 4 years, we have a change of government,
we’ve got to be able to adapt as well for that, it’s about adapting your
governance as well. | have some more information on that if you want to read

the criteria.

So what we've said, we’ve given all our parks these overall levels of service and
we’ve been able to identify what are our most important parks. What we did is
that we found and we came up with the top 10 iconic (? 25:49) parks, and you
can see Lamington on there. In general they have exceptional for just about all
of those elements, for fire, for pests, for visitors, and especially for natural
values, we've got criteria like world heritage, they’re Ramsar (? 26:09), the
internationally significant species. But what we’ve done is we’ve produced the
map as well, and | don’t want to print too much because | know you’ve got to

carry stuff, but you can pass them around...

(27:20) But, we’ve also come up with a list of priority parks as well, so this is our
next level down that we really need to focus on as well, but that way we can
prioritize our parks overall where we’re going to spend our money and focus our
management. So the whole framework we set up, you asked a question earlier
how we get this stuff from the management plan implemented on the ground.
So when we’ve done our values assessment and our levels of service
assessment, we put those broad strategic management directions into a
management plan. We used to have management plans with a whole lot of
detail, set tasks, and then for ten years, they don’t really work for adaptive
management, so something needs to be changed, and it’s very hard to change it.
So what we’ve done is poured a lot more of that detail now into  thematic
strategies, so fire thematic strategy, or a pest, or a visitor thematic strategy, or a
historical one...Our thematic strategy sets our objectives, so I've got some
examples we can have a look at, I've got the draft of Lamington that you can
have a look at, so our strategic management direction might be something like
we’re going to maintain this key value in this condition by certain fire
management or whatever, but our thematic strategy sets our targets about

what we're going to do and when and how we’re going to achieve it.

(29:00) We're very lucky that especially for fire and pests, we’ve got really good

systems that are all built around this framework, which is what’s making it work
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so well. So in our plain system which is for fires and pests, we can put in what
our key values are, what those strategic management directions are and
objectives, and that’s when they start writing their actions. So if they’re going to
reduce this weed by 20% in the next 5 years, that gets put into that system and
then they can put all their actions, and it’s an approval system, they can get that
approved, they can print it out and that’s what the guys on the ground. It feeds
all the way down from our management plan through our systems. This is
something that we never used to do, and it seems to be working quite well,

we’re still evaluating it.

Q: How long have you introduced this kind of system?

A: We've been developing the VBMF for about 5-6 years, we started off about 6
or 7 years ago, we had a whole new change in our fire system, we had old style
fire system, and then they built the new system around key values, and then we
started to do our work, and then they developed the pest system. So you can’t
actually put in a proposal to do a fire or a pest sort of management action until
you have your key values, so we know that people aren’t just wanting to go and
spray this weed or reduce this or do whatever without it being linked back to a

key value and its condition and what the threat that’s been identified.

Q: So what's the difference between the new, current system, and the old

system, and why did you change your system?

A: The old system was what | considered to be threat-based. They didn’t think
about the values, they just know, “We’ve got pigs here, and we’re going to do
that.” And they were doing ad hoc threat focused work, they weren’t focused
on the key values. And this is values focused, which is a big difference. And it’s a
big state, a lot of parks and regions as well are just doing what they sort of
thought was right without having a whole state focus, and so it sort of brought a
lot of them in line now, so it's more that it’s just what’s in the management plan.
It used to be if you had a management plan written, a ranger or a park origin (?
31:41) could just put that on the shelf, and they weren’t necessarily even
looking at it. And that was the case in many places. Now, they can’t undertake
fire and pest management with having that information and putting that in the

system.

Q: So what's the driving force to change?
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A: The driving force was the order of the general’s report, we couldn’t report on
what the outcomes were, so that was the big driving force. | think the big thing
about this is that the reason why it’s working so well is we’ve got high-level
support for this. We've got a big push— it was the order of the general’s report
that really pushed them into gear. So when they had treasury going, we give you
this money, and you can’t tell us what you’re doing with it due to any positive
outcomes, because we constantly go back to treasury like everyone and go, “We
need more money.” And they said, “Well what are you going to use it for?” And
we’re like, well, we couldn’t prove what we were doing. But now we’ve got
everything transparent and clear, and it’s all documented, so now that we're
going back, we can say, “We need this money because 80% of our key values is

only in ‘good’ or ‘some concern’ condition.

M: Very similar to NSW and also driven by order of * (33:05), and some other
things we did a report of them on that, | think it’s part of this view of a shift
towards really having values drive management, rather than having issues drive
management. And being clear about...so, the agent who's got to report to the
government on what they spend, and they can report even pretty well on what
they spent it on. What they couldn’t report on is what effect did it have. So you
could say we spent 10 million dollars on weeds, but you couldn’t say what
impact you had, you might even be able to say we spent 10 million on weeds
and we treated a hundred thousand hectares of weeds, but what was the result
of that? Why did you do it? Whereas if you take a values framework, you could
say, “We need to do this because weeds are reducing this value, this is what's
important, that’s why we have it. And we want to be able to report on what was
the effect of expenditure in terms of that value. So it’s shifting, instead of the
planning being driven by with what issues to address, and we’ll just go and
address them regardless, it’'s saying we need to understand our values, then we
can understand what are the things, what condition we want those values to be
in, we can understand what are the things that are affecting it, and we can
direct our management towards removing or addressing those problems, but
with a view that will change or maintain the condition of values. That’s a lot
more attractive to the Treasury and bureaucrats who want to know, “What are

we getting for our trouble?”

C: You know, the transparency is sounding like a knife used to * (35:02)

especially in a democratic society, do you meet some of the challenge when you
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change the system, | mean for some of the top level of bureaucracy system, they

don’t want complete transparency for their work.

M: No, they do, generally in government, they want a level of transparency
around something, so sure, like the problem we had with releasing the State of
the Parks results, they want to tell a good story, but internally within
government, going back to the early 80s, was a push from central areas of
government for greater accountability from agencies in terms of performance
reporting. There was a lot of stuff about changing reporting from activity
reporting, sort of telling the government what you did, to performance
reporting, to tell the government what impacts it had. A lot of that drove these

pressures to change.

S: The things that we used to report on was how many pigs we shot or how
many areas we sprayed or how many hectares we burnt. We even had targets
about having to burn so many areas. But we couldn’t even identify if one was
having an impact, but what we started to identify by this was also things that we
were doing that actually weren’t having a positive effect. For example we had an
area, and they had this weed, and they’d go back every year and they’d spray it.
They’d come back the next year and spray it again, because that’s what they
always did, just spray that area, and it just got put into the work program every
year. And what we did is they went out to evaluate it, and actually looked at it
and assessed it as what is it impacting. And they actually changed their
management and then had to realize that they were using something wrong and
they were doing it in the wrong season. So, just by that outcome, the best
example, and | didn’t bring it with me, we’ve got a park called Boodjamulla, and
it’s a really big fire issue. It’s all these grasslands, and they have wildfire after
wildfire, and they were losing big areas of grassland, and it was costing, to a
remote park, a lot of money to go and deal with these wildfires. So they went
out and evaluated it using values and reevaluating how they did fire
management, and they changed their whole fire management system. And the
recent results they’ve got is the last two wildfires that were coming from
outside, because it’s all grazing area, come in. It actually ended up stopping at
the park boundary because they’d changed their fire management in the park,
and actually found that they saved, in the last two years, about 200 thousand
dollars in responding to wildfires, just because they changed the way they did
fire. So it wasn’t just about the values, it was about saving funding and lives,

because when you start fighting wildfires, it becomes a dangerous situation. |
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didn’t bring that with me, but that’s the perfect example of doing this.

Q: Was there any law to for the Congress to approve for climate change?

A: No, because like Marc was saying before, it sits with the Queensland
government. Of course we had to put that up to our Director General, and they
had to sign off on it, but it sits with our government about how we do this and

how we manage stuff.

Q: Can you kind of briefly tell us what’s the general profile for the planning team
or management team in past decades? I’'m quite curious, especially for this new
idea, sometimes the human resources and the people are very important. You
hold the planning team workshops the past few years, so in order to let the

people on the ground accept this new trend, it’s not easy work.

A: | think the planning team; we understood it, and we got it, and we developed
it. My job over the last 2.5-3 years, | traveled around the state literally rolling
this out and trying to sell it. So my job, | felt like a salesman, where | had to sell
this to our regions; the regions were told by our Director General that this is the
new system, but as to sell it on ground, | traveled around just selling it to our
rangers in charge and our senior rangers, and running the workshops with them,
and teaching them and getting them to understand the benefits about how to
do it; it took, | would say, a good part of two years to really get traction on the
ground. Now, most of our rangers won’t do without it, and all they want is

values assessments.

M: When | started with parks in 1978, management plans were written by a
management planner who sat in the head office. And most management plans
were about this thick, and mostly documented information about the park, and
then some strategies. They were given to the park rangers, they had some
influence budget but not a lot, and it mostly got put on the shelf for the park
manager. Within a year or two, they took a long time to develop, so any one
management plan would take, well, | was actually in charge for a planning team
for awhile in Point * (41:53) in North Queensland, and the * (41:54) plan took, |
think, 8 years. So there was a reaction against that, people said this is not a
good way to plan, and then they went to things where this was the
management plan, was literally one sheet of A4 paper, produced pretty quickly

but they didn’t tell you very much, and park staff were unhappy. It was sort of a
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waste of time, and it meant the requirement had a lot of management plans,
but they didn’t do anything.

S: Under our legislation, every park must have a management plan or

management statement.

M: So we’ve gone from really heavy, thick, useless management plans to really
light, thin, useless management plans. There were some good plans in there,
some of the work they did on evaluation, one of the things in New South Wales
in the State of the Parks, in one of the things to come out of that was the parks
that had recently produced management plans, or plans that were in
preparation, were doing better in terms of a whole lot of areas of management
than parks that had old plans, or parks that didn't have a plant at all. So there’s
some evidence that planning helps, because what if people were to just say,
“Forget planning, it's a waste of time, just let us do stuff.” It was a recognition
that planning does work, but the planning systems we had weren’t working well.
So NSW changed theirs, together with some colleagues | did a review of their
management planning system about 15 years ago, and we argued strongly that
they had an issues-based plan, we said, “You gotta change to a values-based
plan, so they changed their plan, Queensland has done the same, and they were
driven at the same time when we had their order of generals, do you know
what | mean by an order of the general? It’s an independent statutory office, it
doesn’t report to a minister, it sits next to government and reports directly to
Parliament. So Minister Carl told them what to write, and they get reviewed,
and they used to do reviews mostly about private dealings, about, “Did you
spend the money legally?” More and more, they do now performance audits,
and they say, “Is the public getting value for money?” And they look at
something like planning or the management of parks, and they will make
recommendations, and they have a very strong focus on an outcomes focus, and
reporting on results rather than reporting on activity. All of these things have

come together.

Q: Do you still keep some kind of historical document for this kind of one

sheet...

A: Yeah, | carried them around for years, when | left national parks to go to uni, |
thought, well, all of this stuff is really interesting and | took lots of stuff with me.

And | was at uni for 25 years, when | retired, or when | moved campuses, | had
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to get rid of some stuff, | got rid of a lot. | looked at all of this stuff | brought, |

thought, “I haven’t looked at this in ten years,” and | put it all in the bin.

S: We still actually have some historical stuff because when we were in an office
at * that had been there for a long time, we actually managed to keep hold of

some...

(46:00) The thing is, we're starting to get a bit more push about why haven’t we
got approved management plans, and with First Nations it’s taking longer, but
the thing with this process is, we can have the draft management plan sitting
there for a long time, but the stuff in this is already being done on the ground,
because of the way it’s built into our systems. So, this Lamington one’s been
drafted for a few years now. That is our management plan now for Lamington,
which is an exceptional park, and it just...it is broad, it is strategic, and again it’s
very transparent about the condition and what, strategic management direction,
for example, is minimizing packs of major visitor and recreation events in cool
temperate forests. So it doesn’t tell you exactly what, when, and how, because
in adaptive management, things could change. So we keep it very strategic and
just about management in the plan, because that’s the document that has to go
through a * (47:10) process to be signed off by the minister, and it’s very
difficult to change. There was a whole heap of information in those old
management plans that made them thick, but it’s all the background
information that hardly ever changes; what values are on the park, what weeds
are on the park, all that old historical information, we put that into a separate
resource information document that hardly ever has to be changed or looked at.
And then we've got strategies, and this is where | reckon the magic happens,
because these are only signed off by our regional directors, and so if they find a
new threat, or something happens, they can change that really easily, they can
put that back through their fire system or their pest system, and they can
change it in an instant, and then get out there and do that work. But the good
thing about these, so this is the fire strategy, those strategic management
directions that come out of the plan are brought directly into here, and then
they set their objectives, so it all feeds through. So we have a statutory

document which gives us the basics, but all the flexibility lies in our strategies.

Q: So when you prepare for the green list project, do you also fit this into the

green list project?
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A (S): Yes, so all this documentation is what we’re using for evidence.

M: So they look at the indicators, and then this is the evidence. So the indicator
says, “Do you have a clear understanding of the values of the park?” That’s one
indicator. So here’s evidence that they do, because in the management plan, the
values are documented and they feed through into other links. So another
indicator is management undertaken to address threats to values. So they can

look at the strategies and show how those things--

C: Actually, what we can do in Taiwan is prepare for the evidence.

S: And there’s a session this afternoon, I’'m going to show you our draft
documents for the green list and how we’ve responded to some of that, we
haven’t gotten to that point where it’s been assessed yet, but this is how we’ve
done it. So this is like a package, and all these documents are the ones that
provides us with adaptive measures. So when we do a health check, which is
done on all our key values, we can identify and we can change these quite easily,

and that to me is key to adaptive management.

M: Because it couldn’t be changed, people said, “Well, they’re no longer
relevant, ‘cause things have changed,” so then they ignore the whole plan. Now,
this way of writing it up means that you’ve got the statutory bases, but you’ve

got a living plan that works.

And so that’s our planning package, that’s how we do it.

C: Seems that you start the system only 5 or 6 years ago, do you have this kind
of problem, you don’t have some evidence, you just call a workshop to decide
the indicator, how can you deal with that kind of indicator? In the very
beginning we had experience sharing and have some common ground to decide

the indicator?

S: So, is that you talking about...if it’s working?

C: Some of the indicators, it seems that it’s quite a new system, maybe some of

the indicators, you don’t have concrete scientific evidence.

S: There’s two ways we’re working on it, one is our health checks, which is the
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condition of our values, which we’ve already started to roll out, and we're
seeing some of those results, and we’re incorporating back into our strategies,
but the other one is the valuation of the whole system. And that’s being
developed now, so NSW parks, we may be able to look at it if, as far as levels
and service and stuff, that they’re ahead in their management effectiveness. So
you’ll get more information about that on Friday from the team that’s working
on that, they are sending indicators on all those aspects to see if the system’s
working, if we're achieving what we set out to achieve, so that’s a work in

progress.

C: So you make very clear the relevance, the relationship between the condition,

the work that you’ve done.

S: Yes, so with the health check, under a standard process that we’ve set, in five
years we’ll do another values assessment on that park. Every five years we do
assessment, we take all the health check information, and we reassess them all.
Are our strategic management directions still correct? But, what’s really good
about this system is if a health check comes up that there’s something going
wrong, we can do a values assessment in 12 month’s time without having to
wait for 5 years, and we just reevaluate and have a look. And then we can adjust
our strategies, so it’s the health checks that were the thing that we never had
before, we had protected areas that rangers had never even been on ever, we
ask what condition you’ve got an important ecosystem here, and we’ve never
been there. So now, with health checks, they have to go at least and have a look

at that value.

Q: So that means that in your planning process, there is urgent call for change of

the management plan?

A: Yes, and we only got that change because our higher level management has
said it has to be done, and now health checks, if you were to ask a ranger five
years ago to go out and monitor something, that was not their priority. Their
priority is working on the walking tracks or doing fire or responding to a
neighbor’s complaint or whatever. Monitoring was very low on their list, but
now because our Director General has said, “No, this has to be done,” it’s all in

their work programs now.

Q: But you have only ten directors and rangers, with zillions of things to do, do
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they have time to do that, or do they contract it out?

A: Well health checks, and I'll go into more detail, but health checks primarily
decide their very quick system. We’re not putting out plots, we’re not
measuring stuff, it’s a visual assessment, but set with some really clear criteria.
So it is designed, and you’ll get a paper copy but they’ve got it on a map, or you
can do it on your phone. So they can walk out when they’re doing the walking
trail management, there we are, in that key value, they can go, “Oh we’re out

here and it’s due, so we'll just do it.

Q: So it’s not too time consuming?

A: No, it’s not time consuming, and we’ve got one natural, one cultural, and one
visitor health check, and the criteria is the same, and you can do that on any
natural. So once they’ve been doing it, they don’t even need the documentation,
they can just do it.

Q: And they can do it on a phone, instead of, they don’t need to key in when
they get back and all that...

A: Yes, nope, it all just gets uploaded.

Q: Who initiates this kind of project?

A: It would’ve been, | would say, our higher level management, because of that
order of the general’s report initiated. We had to develop it, we had to provide

the answer...

Q: You just carry out instruction, or strategy?

A: Yeah, we had some officers like Chris Mitchell, who was trying to do this for a
long time, and we thought about, | would say 10 years before that, we were
doing these things called Parkfolio which was in a sense the same thing, but
there was no support so it never got traction, and it wasn’t until we had
higher-level support that it actually got traction. And we actually changed our

physical databases and systems and got it incorporated.

Q: So in this case, who can support you to carry out this project?
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A: We've got funding, we get funding every year just to continue to developing

this, and assessing this, and rolling it out.

Q: So the funding is from head office?

A: It's from cabinet money, so from Treasury, we get money every year.

Q: Big money?

A: For people in my position in head office, we're just permanent staff, but
we’ve paid the six planners every year, and to do the evaluation every year,
we’ve got 2.5 million to do that.

C: That’s big money!

A: ltis, it's one of the best, I've been in planning awhile and I've never seen it

funded like this...I've never seen support for planning like this.

Q: Coming down to a more practical level, if you didn’t get this type of support,
to the extent, is it still doable?

A: | think it’s even more about...| don’t know how you’re country’s set up but for
us, even the regions, | think that would eventually start seeing that, but the fact
they can’t do a fire or pest proposal without this information is what’s helped

push it along, so it’s not just about there being high-level support, but it’s about

embedding it into our systems.

Q: I know, but I'm just thinking that if there’s not enough funding, can the

existing system and existing personnel still do at least part of it?

A: Yeah, absolutely, that work that we were doing, | don’t know—

Q: The reason is, we may not have that kind of funding, but can we still do

something about it?

A: To start with, just changing how you do your plans, the culture...
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(59:04) Q: How many people can you hire to carry out this project?

A: At the moment, we’ve got 10 or 11 planners across the state, and some are
funded by us and some are funded by the region. We’ve got 6 regions and each

region also has their own pocket of money—

Q: These are contract workers, not permanent staff?

A: No, these are permanent staff, so the planners, most of them do have some
standing position, so they actually have permanent other roles, but they’re all
acting in these planning roles. And then we’ve got our head office that are
permanently planning, but there’s no need to do management plans, these
strategies, so the regions that they’ve all got their own pest teams and they’ve
got their own fire teams, and so forth, they used to do pest strategies anyway,
so a lot of the thematic work is actually carried out by non-planners, they’re
actually carried out by the pest teams or the fire teams, so we’ve got a an
ecological assessment unit that does it all, because we actually have a
monitoring strategy in the park, too. So a lot of that other work is actually
carried out by other staff that are not planners. That again gives them *
(1:00:18), they understand what is happening and then they know what they’re
doing when they actually go out to do a burn, because they wrote the plan.
We’ve given a lot more of the responsibility, instead of just having people in
head offices write plans, we’ve given a lot of it back to the region, but just

directed them how to do it.

Q: How often do you try to get support from academic or NGO from outside?

A: Not enough, | don’t think. One of the things we’ve got is an ecological
assessment unit, which are our own scientists, and what they’re doing from
these is they’re identifying the areas of research on parks in Queensland that
will inform our management. And they’ve got a database, and she’s working
now to help inform universities to say, “Look, we need work done here,” and
then that’s helpful for the universities as well, because then they can prove

funding and say, “We need this money for these projects.”

Q: Who do they get the funding from? Not from you?

A: Not from us, no. But at least instead of having...it’s always been in the past
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we’ll have researches applying for research permits on what they want to
research, but it hasn’t helped out park management, because we haven’t been
able to tell them what we need answers for. And so we’re trying to turn that
around, where at least we can inform them, and if they want to research
something, we might be able to even direct them to--, say, “If you’re going to do
that, we need these answers as well.” It’s slowly, that one’s slow. But NGOs, we
probably don’t do too much because one of the NGOs is one’s that have their
own protected areas, and | don’t think there’s a whole lot of collaboration there,
not enough anyway.

Q: But your idea is quite good, to tell the academics what you need, what you’d
like to develop, maybe they can try to find the funding outside.

A: Exactly, and | think it would help their funding bids if they know that the
government’s saying well, we need these questions; the one thing we do have,
is we—he was a past parks person but he works at University of Queensland. He
brings his students here to Lamington to do projects, and he’s teaching them
how to do health checks and he’s actually doing some of the health checks. But
the health checks can be done by bushwalkers or local natural groups, so they’re

designed to be done by other people as well.

Q: So is there any double checking to verify that the health check is accurate?

A: Our ecological assessment unit, they all run through them and they

just...quality assure.

Q: I'm curious about the process of combination of the key values. It’s because
these values are the core and very important top guidelines, we have for every
park. So who has been involved in the determination of values? And do you
have any debate between the people, and it’s who speaks louder whose values
become the core values?

A: We've actually got some set criteria and procedures. The Queensland
Herbarium uses broad vegetation management groups, which is a certain way
that they name their ecosystems and talk about their significance. So we use
those for our ecosystems, we use those as bases, and we have a group in our
head office that can analyze information about the representative of those

particular ecosystems on different parks. So for example if an ecosystem, 90% of
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that, whether it’s threatened or not, is on that park, and it’s really important
that we protect it in that park, that information comes out in the analysis. So we
have that for all our values, we have other criteria for historic, for example we
have other criteria for historic, for example, we have a Queensland heritage
register, so we've got legislation that if an item is on the register, it’s significant.
So if it’s on that, it automatically becomes a key value. So there’s a whole lot of
criteria, and what we do is we will run a workshop, and everyone will bring in
experts on those certain values, and so we’ll have a consensus on that. But it
also goes to our ecological assessment unit to make sure, so there’s a whole
expert. And of course they’re for our top-end parks, for acceptable parks, there
might be one key value, we know it’s only just one ecosystem, and you only
need a ranger to sort of say, yeah that one, because it’s an acceptable park. But
for a park like Lamington, the process we went through was those sort of
processes; we ran a workshop, | had a whole suite of experts come in with maps,
talking about key values were, and then we ran it through, we’ve got a steering
committee, because it’s a World Heritage park, they look at the key values as
well, we work with our First Nations, ** (1:05:58) or they might have other
cultural values, the King Parrot you saw this morning, for some of you that saw
them, you’ll see them everywhere, they’re a totem for here. Even though it
might be a relatively common species in southern Queensland, that’s a very
significant value for them. So then we look at all that, so a park of this level, it

goes through quite a process.

Q: How long normally for this discussion of the key values?

A: Well, depending on accessibility for First Nations, it could take a few months,
if you want to do it properly for an exceptional park. But the good thing is, our
key values get reevaluated as well because things changed, hopefully this
doesn’t really happen a lot but you may lose a species or something. We had a
couple of significant species here, we had the Hastings River Mouse, and the
Bristlebird, and they lived in these areas. We’ve been monitoring those, they’re
not appearing anymore. So they’re still working out what the factors are, but if
we do an evaluation in 5 more years, those areas might not be a key value
anymore. Climate change, we’d lose our cool temperate forests in some parts;
Springbrook, the next park over, which is World Heritage as well, they’ve only
got 3 hectares, it’s really low out, there’s not much, we know that it’s going to
be lost. Somewhere along the line we may not make that a key value anymore.

Or we may discover something new and go, “Woah, this is going to be a key
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value.”

M: What Sherri did for her PhD is have a look at how do you account for climate
change into planning and management for protected areas. But the health
checks, the people who developed that system have written it up and it’s being
published. One of the things | did for IUCN is edit the scientific journal of parks,
and the paper will be on health check system will be published in the November
issue. So my first job when | get back to my office is to finish typesetting the

paper....Coming out of that February workshop, we had on thresholds, so...

Q: Once that’s published, can you send us a PDF?

A: It’s an access journal but it’s also free to publish it, unlike other OpenAccess

journals where they’ll charge a fee.

Q: May | ask when you start to implement the health check system, did you

meet any challenges from different sectors, or in your organization?

A (S): | think the most resistance we got was from rangers on the ground about
doing it, because the first thing they thought was, oh, more work. And we still
get that resistance, | guess we’ve probably got the odd person who still thinks
it’s about producing those results from the health checks, we do have values out
there that we’ve assessed that are not in good condition, and they don’t want
to make that sort of information public. But generally, they’ve been accepted,
but it’s also been a work in progress to get that, it’s taken some time. But it was
about getting it just as part of their standard work, and getting them used to
something new. And we had a lot of rangers that, well that’s why they became
rangers, they want to do natural resource work. So we’ve had some people
going, “Yeah!” and then other people going, “Well no, because I’ve still got to go

clean toilets,” or something.

Q: Will said that they’ve just done, over the last couple of days, health checks

around here, it didn’t seem too resistant of them...

A: No, Will’s pretty good with them. And a lot of our regions are like this too, so
Will’s not just doing them on his own, all the regions have natural resource
rangers as well that sit in their regional offices, and they provide support. In

southwest Queensland, they’ve got a lady named Jess, and she comes out and
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she’ll be helping them.

Q: Do you consider the value of education separately, or included in the items
under the social value?

A: It’s definitely included everywhere, you mean education of...

Q: The value of education for the park

A: Of the rangers or of the public?

Q: No, | mean your health checking system

A: Oh, using that as an education tool?

Q: No, | mean for the value you identify, is there an independent item for value
of education?

A: We do have one, and we’ve used it in a couple of various, you mean a
category? For a key value? Yes, we’ve identified that in some places, we’ve got
some educational centers, and we’ve identified that as a value. So | think on
Great Keppel Island there’s an education center where kids come, and we’ve
identified that as a value. So in some areas, it’s not for every park, but where
there is a really big focus; St. Helena Island, which is just off of Brisbane, it’s all
historic, it used to be all convicts and old buildings, but we have commercial
operators. And you ask any child that grew up in and around Brisbane, they’ll
have been there with school, because they go there for education. So we’ve
identified that as an educational value as well. So, things that we think about
managing there is ensuring that the information that the operators are giving
are correct, and those sort of things, the right historical information, so that we

identify as a key value.

Q: In addition to the value of education, what do you do to the topic or to the
unit for capacity building, your people, what do you do? And for the capacity

building of schoolteachers, what do you do?

A: As part of the system? Or just however we do that? I’'m not quite sure how

we do that. | think that’s probably more...I don’t think we have a huge amount
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of input into the education system and the curriculum, but they would use our
parks and our resources. So for example, all the school groups going to St.
Helena, we ensure that they’ve got all the right information. But we’ve got other
units in our department that look after that stuff, so I’'m not really too aware of

how we do that.

Q: But it’s good, you put information into your curriculum so that

schoolteachers can follow the curriculum and bring kids to come here.

A: And we do that, but that’s not our unit, so I’'m not sure.

Q: Is that an important aspect of the national park’s work? The curriculum and

public education?

A: There is a group, but | don’t think it’s high importance, it’s not as important
as things like fire and pest management and that sort of stuff, but | mean we

have a unit that works with them, and does a lot of stuff. So I’'m sure the tools
that our internet information, and our men they run all our social media stuff,

but they also work with all those groups as a whole.

Q: I think some of the questions relate, because it’s highly emphasized in some

areas to be curious whether you’re doing the same thing or not.

A: And | think it probably depends on the park, so there are some parks, there’s
an education center in this area, and that’s next to a park, so the locals of that
region would then work with them. The St. Helena one, for example, they work
very closely with the commercial operators in the schools to make sure there

are connections there, but the problem is more specific on the park—

Q: Do these operators come into the park and demand more emphasis?

A: | don’t know, because | don’t work in that area

M: But the Education Department has an environmental education section, and
they rather they run environmental field study centers, but the teachers there
with expertise and they will be the people that went through curriculum
development in those schools because of them, and there is a series of

environmental education throughout the state.
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Q: Do they also deal with PR, because part of the emphasis will be—

A: No, that’s the actual department of education, so it’s a different ministry. So
there is, for the international parks, an area that’s responsible for education and
communication, I’'m not sure what it’s called now. So they would produce these
things, they would do * (1:17:40).

And you stopped at Flays yesterday, didn’t you? So Flays, is one of those, they
have school groups through all the time, and they also run holiday-based
activities, and we’ve got another one out at a place called * (1:17:56) which is

just out near Brisbane--

C: The interesting thing is, many of the agencies in Taiwan will face the pressure
that, okay, they are doing an excellent job like Flays, why are you not doing it?
You should put more (emphasis? efforts? 1:18:18) Why is it that they are always
on the news? You should be on the news, you should be accomplishing this and
that, and bring us good things. So | think there’s a... it’s a different kind of

cultural pressure.

(1:18:36) S: These areas are the ones that emphasize this one and these ones...

C: Public education is fantastic, however the PR angle behind that is very

important in our system.

A (M): Parks in Queensland have had less emphasis on park interpretation by
interpreters, so the United States has been where a lot more of the staff would
be interpreters that run guided walks and so on. Here, a lot of that’s been done
by volunteers, so Will was saying a lot of their public contact on weekends, so if
you come here on the weekend, you generally will not see a ranger. They’re not
working on the weekend, because they’re ** (1:19:22); Lamington, hasn’t for
years had a ranger on weekends. So * (1:19:29) you can use volunteers for
public contact. When | first joined the parks, my first job at the parks was as an
interpreter. | was actually based on the park, it was the first time they ever put

an interpreter on the park ** (1:19:41), and it’s hardly been done since.

(1:19:50) Officers that sit in the actual region, but they won’t sit on the park
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(1:19:59) Q: You also brought up a very important aspect for us to push a little
bit further. Because on weekends if there are no rangers but something happens,

what happens? Who’s going to handle it?

A (S): Do you mean in an emergency? This is the strange thing, with Queensland
police and rescue service. They’re the first people who are called if there is a
rescue on the park, generally the rangers or Parks and Wildlife are one of the

last to know, because it actually sits with another jurisdiction.

Q: So you’re not under pressure by the public or whoever? That’s just later

when the congressmen say, “How come you...”

A (S): This is really sad news, but Burrewarra, one of our parks up north, two

people died just this last week.

Q: On the weekend?

A: No, it might have been just the last couple of days. They presume they fell off
the waterfall. But when you look at the news, it’s about the emergency services
and Queensland Police. So even when our rangers find...there’s a place in
Springbrook which is unfortunately a common place for people to end their life,
and when the Parks and Wildlife Service person knows that might be the case,
first people they call are the police, and then they get involved, and they may
assist with the rescue, but they’re not the primary people, which is how it’s
done in Queensland.

C: And you’re fortunate!

A: Yes, but safety is a really big emphasis here, we have policy of being out to
make restricted access areas. There’s waterfalls in Springbrook, and it’s a
restricted access area, and if they’re caught they do get fined for being in those
areas.

C: See, if this happened in Taiwan, you’d see the superintendent of that park in
the national evening news

A: Ah, no you won’t see that here.

C: And, there will be all kinds of questioning in the next days, legislative

meetings...

M: When | worked in marine parks, | was the contact person for oil spills, so if a

ship ran into the rig, maritime safety and others also got involved, but as marine
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park officers we were responsible for that, so | always kept a signed updated
leave form in my desk, so that if | heard there had been a collision of a boat with

a reef, | could quickly fill in the dates, leave it in my ‘out’ tray, and run away!

S: Well | can assure you now, at the beginning of this year, | did a week’s worth
of training with Damian here, field management training for the Great Barrier
Reef. We got an insight, we went and had a look at the new tracking system that
they’re using for the shipping in the Great Barrier Reef now, and it doesn’t really
rely—they track every single ship, and they’ve got a whole team of people, so
that even that stuff doesn’t really sit with us anymore. We've got an incredible
system now, it’s amazing. And for the biggest ships, when they are a certain size
or have certain contents, there are actually chopper pilots and trained pilots on

the ship that help them go through.

M: If the ship deviates more than a hundred meters or so off its course, alarms

are going off.

S:They have a room of 6 to 8 people with screens, and they’re watching and
monitoring this stuff 24/7.

M: Because if a big boat hits a reef, | mean I’'m joking about the leave form, but
if we have a major spill on the Great Barrier Reef, there’s just about nothing you
can do. The thing that prompted the inspection of the system, we had a vessel
called the Shen Neng (? 1:24:34) that ran onto a rig. And luckily the oil spill was
relatively small, but the remediations of that rig has cost millions and millions of
dollars. Also doing the same with fishing now, so every fishing boat has been

over (1:24:46), and they’re all monitored.

That was another room | got to go in and look at, and | felt like | was with the FBI
because they don’t just monitor all the tracking systems, but they actually do
personality profiles, who knows who and whatever, because we’ve got a series
of green zones, and if you’'re caught chipping— and they showed us this footage,
they had a drone come in, it was just a recreational fisherman, and this drone
came in, you wouldn’t even have seen the drone, but you could make out him

fishing, the license plate on the boat, wow.

Q: Did you have to get special approval to come into the room?

A (S): We weren’t allowed to have our mobile phones or anything. It felt like |
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was with the FBI, it was amazing, so to know that they’re managing their stuff

there in the Great Barrier Reef is amazing.

M: We had special approval to go in, because I've done the thing called the
Outlook Report which evaluates the management of the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park, so I've done a component of that since 2009. So we got approval
to go into this security room, and they showed us this footage of what they call
Mr. Buckethead, so basically tracking illegal fishermen. And they have aerial
surveillance and they have video cameras with computer stabilized lenses,
ultra-telephoto lenses, so they can take photographs of people before they even
know there’s an aeroplane in the area. And they lock in on the person in there,
and the registration number to get the details. So they showed us this footage
of this guy they’ve caught twice, and they call him Mr. Buckethead, he’s a
commercial fisherman; commercial fishermen have often not been long out of
jail. Anyway, he’s fishing there with his dory, and then they’ve been locking in on
his image, and suddenly he realizes an aeroplane in the air, so he gets his fishing
bucket and puts the bucket on this head, starts his motor, and starts to motor
out into the green zone, but with his registration number showing; we call him
Mr. Buckethead.

Q: Does he really get fined?
A (S): Yeah, they are really strict on compliance in the Great Barrier region.

M: We used to try and do it ourselves, and wasted a lot of money one time |
worked in (? 1:27:30) marine parks, and then we realized we were spending
millions of dollars a year on aero surveillance, and not doing actually very much
good. So what they did was they brought in federal police and said, “You tell us
how to catch baddies.” And a lot of this is about profiling, so they know, and
they do modeling. | had a PhD student who worked on this looked at all of their
offense, all of the data that got on offense, so he can say, “Alright, it’s Saturday
and the wind is 25 knots from the southeast, so the areas where illegal fishing
will happen are here, here, and here. But if it’s 15 knots and from the north,
then this is where illegal fishing will happen. So they target, they know how,
weather and time of the year and time of the day affects where people go, and
they can target their enforcement all driven by models using big data around us,
very sophisticated. We did an evaluation of the Galapagos Marine Park and they
took us in and they said, “This is what we learned from the Great Barrier Reef”

and we’ve invested all of this money and they have exactly the same system
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running, and then | said, “Good, good, so how’s that going?” And they said, “Oh,
** (1:28:59) record of the overseas fishing, so what happened they said, “Oh,
well, because of poor maintenance, none of our patrol boats are working, so we
just watch them.” They spent millions on their surveillance system, but they

don’t maintain it.

The good thing about the Great Barrier Reef and their system, though, they had
some researchers looking at the green zones compared to outside the green

zones, and they’re seeing really positive effects of the green zones.

Q: The green zones are where you can’t fish?

A: Yeah, and they’re actually showing that they’re actually working.

Q: Can you go watch the coral reefs within the green zone, is that open to
tourism? Only harvesting is prohibited?

A: Yes, there’s certain recreational opportunities you can do there. So every
area’s got a map of what their zone, and | think there’s about 4 or 5 different
zones. So there’s zones where they can do commercial fishing, there’s other
zones that you can do recreational fishing, but then we’ve got laws around what

fish, how many fish...

Q: But you were just talking about taking tourists out.

A: Yeah, but they might even have ** (1:30:21) manage even commercial tourist
operations in those areas. But they might have areas that are just needing to be
left alone completely, but we have a permit system, so when a commercial
operator for example wants to take an operation somewhere, they have to
apply as a permit, and then we have people who assess that and go, “Is that

appropriate or not? Is it in line with the management plan?”

C: It seems the green list can also be an issue in my country, Taiwan. Right now
it’s in a section of conservation, they will think it is very key to move this kind of
issue to the planning section of the park administration. Green list and
management is * (1:31:35) issue, right now it’s the responsibility of the
conservation section, but | think it would be a good thing to move it to the
planning section.

C: He means in Taiwan, all of this evaluation or management plan things, | mean

the evaluation green list, this project in Taiwan is based on the conservation
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sector, people who were in charge of the conservation division. But these things
are related to the whole planning system.

Sherri: So if your plan does not sit in the conservation...

C: In terms of job division, there is a conservation division, there is a planning
division. So the plans are sort of organized and overseen by the planning
division. But the conservation and the green list is now the responsibility of the
conservation division. So the question is, should that be moved to the planning
division?

A: I'm not sure, because | guess our planning sits in our conservation. We’ve got
a division called Park Services, and that looks after all those areas, and we sit in

there already.
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