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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Miriuwung-Gajerrong Cultural Planning Framework (MGCPF, Hill et al. 2008a)
presents MG peoples’ law, values, visions and policy directions for the six new jointly
managed parks arising out of the Ord Final Agreement (OFA). The preparation of
the MGCPF marks a new approach to planning for joint management of the
conservation estate between Traditional Owners and the Western Australian
Government.

The MGCPF was prepared during 2007, following initial scoping of the idea by
CSIRO on behalf of the MG Corporation in late 2006. Participatory planning and
research activities to prepare the CPF included: bush trips to talk on country about
issues and directions; documentary analysis; photographic and audio recording of
important people and place connections; analysis of interviews and notes to identify
key themes; review and revision of drafts of policies with separate Dawang; and
combined Dawang workshop to review and revise the draft CPF utilising posters with
photos and text from the draft document.

By the beginning of 2008, key practitioners® associated with the MGCPF felt a
significant shift had occurred towards a more positive participatory relationship that
engaged Traditional Owners, the Department of Environment and Conservation
(DEC) and the Conservation Commission of Western Australia (CCWA) more
effectively in joint park planning. It was agreed to produce a Technical Report that
established the “how and why” of the MGCPF. This Technical Report therefore aims
to:
e document the process used to develop the MGCPF;
e establish how well preparation of the MGCPF achieved the desired outcome
in relation to capacity building;
¢ identify factors that contributed to the success or otherwise of the MGCPF;
and
¢ identify relevant lessons for other places where Traditional Owners and
governments are coming together to work on sharing management of the
conservation estate.

This Technical Report will be most useful if read in conjunction with the MGCPF (Hill
et al. 2008) which provides useful contextual information, such as the history and
culture of Miriuwung and Gajerrong peoples, relevant native title and other outcomes
associated with the Ord Final Agreement (OFA) and a glossary of Miriuwung words.

An action research methodology was used to identify an initial set of practitioner-
identified factors relevant to the project’s desired outcome of capacity building. These
initial factors formed a guide for interviews conducted with a number of MG people
and government staff involved in the CPF. These interviews were analysed to
identify additional themes and factors of relevance to the “how and why” of the
MGCPF.

The research established that both MG peoples’ capacity for park planning and the
government agencies’ capacity to engage with MG people have improved through
the MGCPF, demonstrated by two important outcomes:

! The “practitioners” referred to here include staff of the MG Corporation, Dawang representatives on the
Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council, and staff of DEC, CCWA and CSIRO who are involved with the new
joint-managed conservation parks.



¢ An overall strong sense of ownership by the MG people of the CPF,
reflecting both commitment of Dawang to the process and the enduring
guality of their knowledge of law, culture and country; and

e A developing shared vision and sense of joint approach to decision making
between MG people and the State agencies.

The most important reason that the Miriuwung-Gajerrong Cultural Planning
Framework was a strong process is because MG law, culture and knowledge of
country are strong. The sense of ownership that MG people have of the CPF is due
in part to the fact that the idea (which MG took up following discussions facilitated by
their organisation MG Corp) came from them to government, not from government to
them. MG people are very pleased that CCWA and DEC supported them—but they
still see it as their initiative, something that they put to government and they did
themselves with support.

The achievement of capacity building and of these two important outcomes was
underpinned by three enabling factors, each with a number of important components,
as presented in Figure 1.

The factors identified in Figure 1 were compared with standards and criteria
emerging in the broader international literature for best-practice in joint park planning
and management. The majority of the factors identified through these previous
works have also been identified in this analysis of the MGCPF. Notable omissions
include: conflict management; balanced community development approach; and
training for all involved. These factors may need to be given more attention as the
joint management process develops. One additional factor was identified as
important in the analysis of the MGCPF: “recognition of legacy issues and the
broader reconciliation context”. This comparison suggests the factors identified
through this research are robust when considered in the light of international
experience, and can contribute to the development of standards and criteria for best-
practice in joint park management with Indigenous peoples globally.

Supporting and strengthening MG law, culture and knowledge to ensure MG people
drive the joint management is key to continuing the successful partnership built
through the Cultural Planning Framework. The current conceptual model of the “Joint
Planning Guidelines” driving the Management Plan fails to recognise this need for
ongoing support for strengthening of MG law, culture and tradition through the joint
management process. Figure 2 presents a revised model to take account of this
requirement.

Four recommendations are made that aim to ensure the good partnerships emerging
through the MGCPF continue, and to disseminate the lessons more broadly.

Recommendation one—Provide ongoing resources to strengthen and support MG
people’s law, culture and traditions: bush trips, cultural recording and education,
language support, and availability to MG of ongoing independent expertise.

Recommendation two—Strengthen the foundation platform by:

e Ensuring the government commitments to the OFA are completed, including
tenure finalisation and amendments of the CALM Act where necessary to
support joint planning; and

¢ Finalising the management agreement about the parks.

Recommendation three—Strengthen the key MG organisations by:



Ensuring Dawang roles are properly supported, including ongoing capacity for
Dawang meetings and discussions;

Ensuring resources are available to support an ongoing capacity within the
MG Corporation—give consideration to government support for a joint
management park management position within the MG Corp, similar to the
positions that are supported inside the Northern Land Council; and

Ensuring support is available for MG to be able to meet together before the
Park Council meetings, to table and discuss their issues together, and to
organise which need to be brought into the meeting for discussion.

Recommendation four—assist other Traditional Owners and regional offices to
learn from the outcomes of the CPF by:

Bringing together a joint management practitioners® workshop within the
State, to share success stories and stories of problems, including stories from
the CPF;

Ensuring that dissemination of the lessons from the CPF is undertaken
through processes that engage the MG people, as they are the primary
authors and drivers of the CPF;

Supporting development in other regions of all the enabling factors identified
in Figure 1; and

Encouraging the provision of opportunities for other Traditional Owners to be
supported through a process of independent discussion between themselves,
accessing expert advice, to come up with their own ideas about planning.

2 Practitioners in joint management include the Traditional Owners, DEC staff, staff of
Indigenous NGOs (e.g. Kimberley Land Council), advisors, consultants, researchers and any
other relevant parties.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Aims of the Technical Report on the
Miriuwung-Gajerrong Cultural Planning Framework

The Miriuwung-Gajerrong Cultural Planning Framework (MGCPF, Hill et al. 2008a)
documents the laws, customs and cultural requirements of the MG People in relation
to the management of six new Aboriginal-owned, jointly managed conservation parks
in the East Kimberley. The preparation of the MGCPF marks a new approach to
planning for joint management of the conservation estate between Traditional
Owners and the Western Australian Government.

The preparation of the MGCPF was supported by a research collaboration

agreement between the Yawoorroong Miriuwung Gajerrong Yirrgeb Noong Dawang

Aboriginal Corporation (the MG Corp), the Department of Environment and

Conservation (DEC), the Conservation Commission of WA (CCWA) and CSIRO

Sustainable Ecosystems. The outcome sought from the research collaboration was:
Enhanced capacity of MG people in relation to participation in Park planning;
enhanced capacity for DEC and the Conservation Commission in relation to
engagement with Traditional Owners in park planning.

The MGCPF was presented by the Miriuwung-Gajerrong People to the Yoorrooyang
Dawang Regional Park Council in 2007, and endorsed by the Council as the basis to
start moving towards development of joint management plans for six new
conservation parks in the East Kimberley.

In early 2008, the four partner organisations involved in supporting the development
of the MGCPF decided it would be useful to write a Technical Report (this report)
about its preparation.

This Technical Report aims to:

o document the process used to develop the MGCPF;

e establish how well preparation of the MGCPF achieved the desired outcome
noted above in relation to capacity building;

¢ identify factors that contributed to the success or otherwise of the MGCPF;
and

¢ identify relevant lessons for other places where Traditional Owners and
governments are coming together to work on sharing management of the
conservation estate.

The report makes a number of recommendations for future actions. This Technical
Report will be most useful if read in conjunction with the MGCPF (Hill et al. 2008)
which provides useful contextual information, such as the history and culture of
Miriuwung and Gajerrong peoples, relevant native title and other outcomes
associated with the Ord Final Agreement (OFA) and a glossary of Miriuwung words.

10



1.2 Background to the new conservation parks in the East
Kimberley

These six new conservation parks in the East Kimberley were created under the Ord
Final Agreement (OFA) to be held under freehold title by the Miriuwung-Gajerrong
Trustees Pty Ltd and leased to the State to be jointly managed as a conservation
park by the MG Corporation and the Executive Director of CALM (now the
Department of Environment and Conservation, DEC). The leasing arrangements
provide substantial control to the Aboriginal land owners in relation to proposed
developments in the Parks (Hill et al. 2008a provides an overview of the OFA and
associated native title, tenure and other arrangements).

These conservation parks are the first Aboriginal-owned jointly managed
conservation parks in WA, and as such represent an important milestone in policy
innovations that are leading to greater recognition of Indigenous peoples’ rights and
interests in conservation lands in the State. Demonstration (Indigenous) Park
Councils are currently providing a joint management/partnership approach in other
places including Karijini, Purnululu, Millstream-Chichester, Cape-Range Ningaloo,
Gibson Desert, under arrangements detailed in “A Regional Framework for Joint
Management of Conservation Reserves”. Aboriginal ownership arrangements have
been foreshadowed at Burrup Peninsula.

Under the OFA, the Executive Director of DEC and the MG Corporation
(Yawoorroong Miriuwung Gajerrong Yirrgeb Noong Dawang Aboriginal Corporation)
supported by the Conservation Commission together are responsible for ensuring the
development of a Management Plan in respect of all of the land, and for
administering the management through the Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park
Council (YDRPC). MG Corporation has established a sophisticated governance
structure through which the sixteen Dawang groups with customary-law responsibility
oversee all operations (Figure 3). Eight of these Dawang groups are also
represented on the YDRPC. The Park Sub-Councils, which include the Dawang
members (Dawawang) together with DEC representatives, are responsible for
development and review of a Management Sub-Plan for each respective
conservation park. These arrangements ensure that the traditional rights over
country at the Dawang level are recognised and supported, whilst being nested
within an overall accountability back to all the sixteen Dawang groups together in the
broader Miriuwung-Gajerrong governance.

1.3 Planning arrangements for the new conservation parks

The CCWA (2006) has produced Interim Guidelines for the Preparation of
Management Plans for Terrestrial Conservation Reserves (referred to as the WA
Government Planning Guidelines, WAGPG, Figure 4) which provides clear
instructions to the DEC planning staff about policies and implementation processes.
The MG people’s approach to park planning is based on culture and customary law.
Although the WAGPG are very comprehensive from the State perspective, they do
not take account of Miriuwung Gajerrong peoples’ traditional laws and customs.
Miriuwung-Gajerrong people felt that if these guidelines were used, their traditional
laws and customs would not get equal treatment in the management planning
process.

11
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After some discussions, an agreement was made between DEC, MG Corp, CCWA
and the CSIRO to work together on an innovative approach to developing the
management plan through a staged process including:

0 Stage One—development of a Miriuwung Gajerrong Cultural Planning
Framework which documents MG peoples’ approaches; and
consideration of how the WAGPG can be articulated with the
Miriuwung Gajerrong approach;

0 Stage Two—development of a Joint MG-DEC Planning framework
(Figure 5) that brings the two approaches together, taking into account
the Management Principles as stipulated in the Ord Final Agreement.
Once adopted by the Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council
(YDRPC) and the Conservation Commission of Western Australia, the
Joint Framework will be known as the Yoorrooyang Dawang Joint
Planning Guidelines, YDJPG.

0 Stage Three—using the YDJPG to guide the development of the
Management Plan and the Sub-Plans (Figure 2, a recently revised
version of Figure 5).

Stage One, the MG Cultural Planning Framework was completed in 2007. Further
work on Stages Two and Three, will be undertaken during 2008 and 2009. Figure 6
presents a conceptual layout of how the management planning work will flow over
time and coordinate with the development of infrastructure, and the realisation of
tourism and employment outcomes from the parks, based on funding agreed through
the OFA.

14
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2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Action co-research model

An action co-research model underpins the approach to this Technical Report (McNiff
and Whitehead 2006). Action research recognises that practitioners (such as those
engaged in park planning) can create new knowledge (“action science”) by subjecting
their emergent personal theories to testing and critique (Kemmis and McTaggart
2003). Schon (1995) produced a key metaphor for social science with his diagram of
the typology of professional landscapes, with a high ground that is occupied by
academics (official researchers) who produce universal theories, and a swampy
lowlands occupied by practitioners, who create practical knowledge (Figure 7). The
irony is that the knowledge produced in the swampy lowland is of most benefit to
ordinary people, while theories produced in the high ground are often far removed
from the practicalities of every day life in the relevant professional sphere (McNiff and
Whitehead 2006). Action research overcomes this problem by enabling practitioners
themselves to produce and test theories out of their practice, often leading to the
creation of a “community of practice” or “communicative space” (Kemmis 2006). Co-
research adds the dimension of bringing academics and practitioners together in an
equitable working relationship in the co-generation of new knowledge through
working together on innovations in a particular field of practice, in this case park
planning (Greenwood and Levin 2007).

Action co-research, while clearly unique in some respects, has many features in
common with all research methods: clear aims; research design; data-gathering;
establishment of criteria and standards of judgement; generation of evidence from
the data; making a claim to knowledge; submitting this claim to critique; explaining
the significance of the work; disseminating the findings; and linking new knowledge
with existing knowledge (McNiff and Whitehead 2006).

High\ground

Swampy lowlands

Figure 7: Schon’s (1995) model of the gap between practitioners (swampy lowlands) and
official researchers (high ground) in social science
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2.2 Action co-research and the MGCPF Technical Report

By the beginning of 2008, key practitioners® associated with the MGCPF felt a
significant shift had occurred towards a more positive participatory relationship that
engaged Traditional Owners, DEC and CCWA more effectively in joint park planning.
All agreed that the Technical Report should attempt to establish “how and why”
MGCPF had achieved the desired outcome of:
Enhanced capacity of MG people in relation to participation in Park planning;
enhanced capacity for DEC and the Conservation Commission in relation to
engagement with Traditional Owners in park planning.

The action co-research approach adopted as the basis of preparing the Technical
Report set out to document, test and critique the new knowledge generated through
the process of the MGCPF by undertaking the following steps:

o Documentation of the practical steps taken to prepare the MGCPF;

¢ |dentification by practitioners of their emergent personal theories regarding
the effectiveness of the MGCPF from critical reflection, and inclusion of these
into a semi-structured interview guide;

¢ In-depth interviews to further explore these emergent personal theories, and
other relevant aspects of the process and outcomes, with key participants
from organisations involved in the joint management and planning project;

e Analysis of the interviews in relation to identify themes and draw out key
factors relevant to the effectiveness of the MGCPF in achieving the desired
outcome;

¢ |dentification from the literature of criteria and standards to judge effective
joint park planning between Traditional Owners and governments;

e Consideration of the themes and factors from the practitioners in relation to
the criteria and standards from the literature;

e Synthesis of the key new knowledge generated by the practitioners and this
project;

e Production of a draft report for circulation, review and critique among
personnel from the four agencies involved; and

o Discussion of a summary of the draft report at a meeting of the Yoorrooyang
Dawang Regional Park Council.

Five interviews were conducted with individuals from DEC, CCWA, MG Corp and the
YDRPC, selected through a purposive sampling approach directed towards ensuring
individuals with direct and relevant participatory experience (Hay 2000). Given the
small sample size, the interviewees are not identified. Interviews were semi-
structured, and in-depth, each interview taking approximately between one and one
and a half hours (Liamputtong and Ezzy 2005).

The interviewer and author of this Technical Report is also recognised as the senior
author of the MGCPF, in acknowledgement of her contribution of transforming the
oral account provided by MG people into a written document. Some exploration of
her role was undertaken through the interviews, and some conclusions are drawn
about this role. Potential conflicts of interest were managed by ensuring a range of

3 The practitioners referred to here include staff of the MG Corporation, Dawang representatives on the Yoorrooyang
Dawang Regional Park Council, and staff of DEC, CCWA and CSIRO who are involved with the new joint-managed
conservation parks.
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interviewees were able to comment, and to review the way their comments had been
interpreted in a draft document. The technique of critical reflexivity was also
employed (Kemmis and McTaggart 2003). While an external evaluation by a
disinterested party would provide a more robust analysis in some respects, the action
research approach recognises that a greater richness of understanding can by
captured through the voices and experiences of those involved, notwithstanding the
risk of bias. However, both research approaches are important for different reasons,
and consideration should be given to an external evaluation of the MG joint park
planning at an appropriate time (Kumar 2005).

2.3 Practitioners’ emergent personal theories and interview
guide

As noted above, discussions among practitioners involved in the MGCPF in early
2008 identified a common view that the process had achieved a significant shift
towards a more positive participatory, relationship that engaged Traditional Owners,
DEC and (perhaps to a lesser extent) CCWA effectively in joint park planning. These
informal discussions also canvassed a large number of emergent personal theories
(cf Kemmis 2006) regarding the reasons the process had been successful in building
greater capacity for joint park planning. The following initial factors were identified by
the practitioners as worthy of further exploring through the interviews:

o Ord Final Agreement, Native title determinations and Global Negotiation
process;

Power sharing and shifting;

Tenure arrangements—MG ownerships of the parks;

Governance of the project;

Role\commitment of the organisations: MG (Indigenous organisation), CSIRO

(independent advice), DEC, CCWA,;

o Role\commitment of the people who did most of the work: Dawawang, Park
Council, Scott, Ro, Des, Darryl;

e Organisational factors: payment for TOs, food, accommodation, going out on
country;

Relationships—trust, communication;

e The participatory processes—talking, butcher’s paper, looking at drafts, taking
photos, workshop posters, having facilitators, getting direct quotes from
people;

Innovation, research, trying new things;

¢ Information and knowledge brought into the projects; and

Networks.

The interview guide incorporated questions in relation to these factors, as well as
a number of more open-ended questions, and questions related to the desired
outcomes (Appendix 1).

2.4 Data analysis and synthesis

Interviews were transcribed and categories abstracted according to both
frequency of occurrence and relevance to the aims of the report. A working
model was constructed during the categorisation (Figure 1), which led to the
development and application of new categories to the data (Robinson 1998). In
addition, a conceptual model developed for the Cultural Planning Framework
(Figure 4) was revised in light of the new data (Figure 2). The final working model
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(Figure 1) contains a description of the successful outcomes from the MGCPF,
together with three categories of “enabling factors” that explain the effectiveness
of the MGCPF in achieving these outcomes.

The literature review in section five concludes that standards and criteria for best
practice in joint park planning and management are not yet available in the
international literature. However, a set of “principles for effective Indigenous co-
governance”, and related success factors, and a second set of “arenas for
engagement” and related success factors, are identified (Tables 3 and 4). A gap
analysis was undertaken between the enabling factors identified through this
study, and the factors drawn from the literature.

Conclusions and recommendations were drawn from this data analysis, literature

review, and gap analysis, within the framework provided by the conceptual model
(Figures 1 and 2).
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3 PREPARATION OF THE CULTURAL PLANNING
FRAMEWORK

3.1 Initial scoping

The idea of providing an opportunity for MG people to record their approach to
managing their country in the parks first arose in discussions between Mr Desmond
Hill of the MG Corp and Dr Rosemary Hill of CSIRO when working together on an
investigation of a "cultural and conservation economy” concept in northern Australia
(Hill et al. 2008b). Initial scoping of the idea of an “Aboriginal Management Plan” was
undertaken by Dr Hill at the invitation of the MG Corp in September 2006. The
scoping exercise included a meeting convened by MG Corp of the Dawang members
on the YDRPC, trips onto the Ngamoowalem and Goomyig proposed parks and
discussions with relevant Dawang (Jigoomirri, Galamanda, Yirralalem, Balaboorr,
Wardanybeng, Bigainbang and Wiram), and a meeting with the then DEC Regional
Director, Ms Gae Mackay. Copies of a cross-cultural planning book and planning
documents prepared by Aboriginal people were circulated and discussed, including a
Sea Country Plan, a Cultural and Natural Resource Management Plan, and the
Wuthathi Land and Sea Management Framework (Carpentaria Land Council
Aboriginal Corporation 2006, Walsh and Mitchell 2002, Wet Tropics Aboriginal Plan
Project Team 2005, Wuthathi Land Trust 2004).

Dr Hill made a powerpoint presentation and a formal proposal to develop a
“Miriuwung Gajerrong Cultural Planning Framework” to the YDRPC at a meeting in
November 2006. Senior representatives of DEC and CCWA, Mr Peter Sharp and
Associate Professor John Bailey, also attended the meeting. At that point, it was
suggested that the content of the MGCPF might be:

= Up to MG peoples;
Based on customary Law/lore and culture;
MG history and geography;
MG peoples values and vision;
Issues of concern;
Partnerships and implementation strategies;
Planning steps and principles MG peoples would like to see; and
Similar to other Traditional Owner Planning Frameworks.

Issues identified in the scoping exercise included:

Access;

Cultural recording and cultural education;

Tourism safety and management;

Erosion;

Feral cattle, horses and donkeys;

Oral history (contact and traditional) and language;

Wetland management;

Employment of Rangers with understudies in each Park; and
Employment of Trainee Rangers.

The proposed approach presented to the YDRPC included:
= Country visits with the family groups;
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= Interviews and discussions;
= Making maps and drawings; and
= Writing our ideas down, checking them out with everyone.

The YDRPC accepted the proposal and asked that MG Corp, DEC, CCWA and
CSIRO prepare an agreement based on the proposal.

3.2 Project coordination and supervision

The project partners recognised that processes for development of the MG Cultural
Planning Framework must reflect the customary law and cultural basis of MG
peoples’ responsibility to country. Agreement was reached that development of the
MG Cultural Planning Framework would be directed by the MG Corporation, with the
eight Dawang relevant to the new conservation areas, based on a Project Plan
approved and administered by the Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council
(YDRPC). The Project Plan was approved in February 2007, and is described below.
The CSIRO researcher reported to the MG people through the MG Corporation, and
was clearly viewed by MG people as working for and being supervised by them, not
for and by DEC or the joint management parties together. These arrangements
effectively gave MG people a source of independent advice and information about
park management issues.

Regular meetings, including by telephone, were also conducted to ensure ongoing
liaison between DEC (through the MG Coordinator Mr Scott Goodson appointed in
early 2007, and the Regional Manager, Mr Daryl Moncrieff), the MG Corporation
(though the MG Implementation Officer, Mr Des Hill), CCWA (through the Chair,
Associate Professor John Bailey), and CSIRO (through the researcher Dr Rosemary
Hill) and other relevant staff. Written reports on progress were provided to each
meeting of the Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council by Dr Hill.

3.3 Project plan

The Project Plan as approved by the YDRPC included the following steps:

1. Project commencement: Meeting with Park Council to consider and approve a
draft project plan and draft budget, and give directions to DEC, MG
Corporation and CSIRO about finalising contract arrangements (February 8
2007).

2. Preparatory information gathering: literature review, documentary analysis;
collection of information on MG history, geography, ethnography, and
information about their country, previous studies into MG views on natural
resource management issues; provision of available relevant information from
DEC to MG Corporation and CSIRO; MG Corporation facilitation of Dawang
to select Traditional Owner consultants (February-April 2007).

3. Collaboration development: development and implementation by Dr Hill of
reporting and ongoing liaising arrangements with YDRPC members, MG
Corporation, DEC regional and planning staff, particularly MG Coordinator
(hosted by DEC), and MG Implementation Officer (employed by MG
Corporation); co-development of approach to field work, including
development of interview and workshop guides and processes (visits during
April-May 2007).

4. Field work: interviews and workshops conducted by Dr Hill and MG
Traditional Owner consultants with MG Dawang in each area to identify
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issues, planning steps and principles, desired strategies and actions,
partnerships and implementation approaches (visits May to August 2007).

5. Analysis: analysis of data from interviews and workshops into themes and
sections for report (ongoing July to September 2007).

6. Report preparation and review: draft report on the MG Cultural Planning
Framework incorporating material from each of the Dawang relevant to their
areas and a consolidated version, review and revision by Dawang
(September-October 2007).

7. Presentation revision: presentation of draft Framework to YDRPC; review and
revision as required (October-November 2007).

8. Report finalisation: Preparation and printing of MG Cultural Planning
Framework (Final Report, December 2007).

9. Presentation by the Conservation Commission of their Plain English Version
of the Management Plan Guidelines.

10. Collaborative review of outcomes and plans for next stage, including bringing
together of the MG Cultural Planning Framework and the CC Management
Plan Guidelines, at Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council meeting.

3.4 Project delivery—country trips, workshop

The project was essentially delivered according to the project plan, with a number of
amendments and developments. A Plain English Version of the CCWA Management
Planning Guidelines was not prepared. The process now underway for preparation
of the Joint Planning Guidelines includes re-structuring the Management Planning
Guidelines to fit the format of the MGCPF, which appears to be a more effective
approach. The review processes in steps 6 and 7 included the hosting of a
workshop. The MGCPF was endorsed at a Park Council meeting in December 2007,
and some amendments and additions made (with approval of the YDRPC) prior to
publication scheduled for late 2008.

The OFA requires that there be separate management plans for each of the six
parks, as well as an overall management plan. The MGCPF reflects this approach,
with a section that includes statements from the relevant Dawang about their parks,
and another section which presents combined policy statements for example in
relation to fire management, visitor management, and cultural recording.

The country trips were conducted in five groups:

e Jigoomirri and Galamanda Dawang: trips to Ngamoowalem Conservation
Park and Parry’s Lagoon Nature Reserve over two days (June)

¢ Yirralalem and Balaboorr Dawang: trips to Wawoolem and Darram
Conservation Parks over two days (June)

e Wardanybeng Dawang: trips to Mijing and Jemandi-Winingim Conservation
Parks over three days (July)

e Bigainbang Dawang: trip to Goomiyig Conservation Park over two days
(August)

¢ Wiram Dawang: trips to Barrberrm Conservation Park over one day (August).
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A meeting of the Dawawang with CSIRO/DEC staff occurred prior to leaving on the
country trips, to finalise details of payment and attendees. One or two of the
Dawawang were selected to undertake food shopping with Dr Hill, and the menu for
the trips generally developed while shopping. The MG Coordinator employed by
DEC, Mr Scott Goodson, assisted with organising logistics for the country trips,
including making sure there were sufficient tents, and other equipment. Dawang
generally also brought their own swags, and sometimes tents and other equipment.
Several children accompanied their parents and relatives on the trips. Two very
senior elders came on the trip to Barrberrm.

Men and women travelled in separate vehicles. The general format of the country
trips were:
¢ Day one—looking around on-country, talking about country, using an
unstructured, unscripted approach, setting up camp, making lunch/dinner,
recording conversations using a digital recorder, taking notes.
¢ End of day one—identifying a set of issues for further discussion, and writing
up a set of headings on butcher’s paper.
¢ Day two—continuation of discussions, but including a more structured
session, talking through the issues under the set of headings, and writing
notes on butcher’s paper where all could see.

Lots of photographs of country and people on country were taken during the trips.
After the trips, the tapes were transcribed and field notes typed. This material was
analysed to identify themes and issues relevant to Miriuwung-Gajerrong people’s
approach to managing country, and a draft of the text for the CPF was developed.
Advice was provided by the Mirima Dawang Woorlab-gerring Language and Culture
Centre staff about appropriate spelling for Miriuwung words. These drafts of the text
and photographs for the MGCPF document were discussed with the Dawang after
each trip, and amendments and corrections made. Albums with prints of photos from
the trips and copies of the drafts were left with the Dawang and the MG Corp.

The workshop was conducted over two days in October (see program in Appendix
Two). The MG Corp Implementation Officer, Mr Des Hill, provided clear MG Corp
leadership to the workshop process and also worked as a small-group facilitator.
Four external facilitators were brought in to assist with the workshop, including staff
of the Kimberley Land Council (KLC) and the World-Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) as
well as two consultants. The facilitators’ role was to ensure good flow of discussions,
and to record the revisions and amendments to the document. DEC staff also
attended as observers, and supported the facilitators where necessary. The
workshop program ensured that the Dawang were able to separately review the
plans for their parks on the first day, and then come together to review the combined
policy statements.

Ten posters were produced for the workshop, which included the majority of the
material in the draft MGCPF (see Appendix Three). These posters were used as the
basis of discussions, and to capture desired amendments in a way that everyone
could see. Input from the Mirima Dawang Woorlab-gerring Language and Culture
Centre at the beginning of the first day focused on the adoption of common spelling
conventions for the Miriuwung language words used in the MGCPF.

At the beginning of the second day, Mr Des Hill from the MG Corp presented a
framework (Figure 6) explaining how the MGCPF would be taken forward to form the
basis of future activities in the parks, including tourism and other economic
development.
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All the revisions and additions from the workshop were included into a Final Draft
MGCPF which was reviewed by the MG Corp. An additional policy on boundaries
and linkages was added to the MGCPF as a result of the workshop, and much
greater attention given to water quality issues. The final version was presented to
the YDRPC in December, together with a powerpoint summarising all the changes
that had been made, and final version was endorsed by the Council.
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4 SUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES FOR JOINT PARK
PLANNING AND ENABLING FACTORS IN THE
MGCPF PROCESS

4.1 Overview of the successful outcomes for joint park
planning and the identified enabling factors in the MGCPF
process

The MGCPF is based on the Dawang culture, law and traditions associated with
country. The MGCPF is able to exist because Dawang have kept their cultural
knowledge and traditions alive and strong, despite a history of frontier violence,
dispossession and marginalisation through inappropriate development (Kimberley
Land Council 2004). All other factors identified in this analysis sit under this essential
feature—MG law, culture and traditions demarcate and explain the contribution of the
CPF process to improving joint park management. The MG CPF was a strong
process because MG law, culture and knowledge of country are strong.

All practitioners agreed that the desired capacity building had occurred through the
CPF, with two important outcomes that characterise the process as a success in
terms of capacity building:

o An overall strong sense of ownership by the MG people of the CPF, reflecting
both commitment of Dawang to the process and the enduring quality of their
knowledge of law, culture and country;

¢ A developing shared vision and sense of joint approach to decision making
between MG people and the State agencies.

The overall strong sense of ownership that MG people have of the CPF is due in part
to the fact that the idea to put it together came from them (through discussions
organised by their organisation the MG Corp), not from the government. MG people
are very pleased that CCWA and DEC supported them to the MGCPF together—but
they still see it as their initiative, something that they put to government.

The achievement of capacity building and of these two important outcomes was
underpinned by the following three enabling factors.
1. A foundation platform of recognition of rights, responsibilities and past
experiences:
e Legal agreement about rights (OFA);
¢ Recognition of land ownership (native title and freehold tenure);
o Power shifting between the parties that is enabling MG people to take
up their recognised responsibilities; and
e Recognition of legacy issues and the broader reconciliation context.
2. A set of organisations with effective ability to carry out key roles:
e Traditional Owners (Dawang), with a commitment to bring their
knowledge of law, country and culture to the CPF;
¢ Indigenous NGO to support Traditional Owners (MG Corp);
Government park management agency committed to joint
management (DEC);
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e Government agency with State-wide authority in relation to planning
standards (CCWA);
e Source of independent expertise for the Traditional Owners (CSIRO);
and
e Forum to bring parties together (Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park
Council).
3. Effective processes for working together—the right place, the right people and
the right engagement processes:
e Spending time on country—the right place:
= Bush trips;
= Old people and young people together on country;
e The right people—Dawang and the people who supported them:
= Dawang with the right connections to country;
= |ndividuals (MG and support people) with appropriate
intercultural skills and attitudes;
= Positive relationships, trust and mutual respect;
e The right engagement processes—on-country and in-town:
=  Workshop engagement processes;
= Engagement activities during the on-country trips;
= Photos and workshop posters;
= Payment of traditional Owners to be involved in the planning
processes;
= Innovation, research, trying new things; and
= Multiple partnerships and networks.

4.2 Key outcomes that characterise the process as a success
4.2.1 Capacity building

All interviewees agreed that significant capacity building had occurred for all parties
involved in the CPF process.

DEC saw a significant shift in its own approach, towards a greater emphasis on the
process of planning rather than just the content of the plan, but also recognised a
need to continue to foster and grow this shift in the organisation. While there is
recognition that the real gain in capacity has been driven by the requirement to
appoint new staff, it was also identified that DEC staff in the regional office, including
the administrative, wildlife, and operational staff have played a supportive role and
that their capacity to engage positively with Traditional Owners was increasing.

The need for DEC to undertake more cross cultural training was identified:
The government department that work with us got to learn our way, and this
cultural framework doesn'’t cut that...DEC needs cross-culture training, they
got a lot to learn, they still live that government thing®.

CCWA also recognised that the CPF had greatly enhanced their capacity in relation
to joint management:
we were privately struggling with what we would need to do that would be
different in the case of these parks with so little background in joint
management, we really were starting from standing still, and the cultural
planning framework has opened up our experience enormously, not just for
those parks, but for elsewhere too.

4 All direct quotations from the interviews are italicised and indented.
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For MG people, the capacity building has been primarily about building confidence

that their traditional approach to looking after country is understood by government

and can now be applied in the contemporary intercultural situation:
the majority of MG people actually live on the country that we’re talking about.
So it wasn't actually really something new to us, except that we're working
with government now. We looked after the country before that, the way we've
always done. And that's reflected in the cultural plan framework. We still want
to do things in the country the way we've always done it without the
government coming in and changing things. So far through the cultural
planning framework, the government side of the agreement and the
management plan are actually starting to see what the MG people are talking
about.

Nevertheless, MG people’s understanding of the government approach to running
country has increased, particularly since DEC and MG started working together on
the Joint Planning Guidelines:
since we've started to talk about the way DEC'’s done thing previously, | think
there’s certainly been an increase in understanding of what planning is about.

As well as DEC and MG both increasing their capacity to understand one another’s
approach, there has also been an increased capacity to understand what joint
planning and management might mean:
there’s been an increase in understanding of what joint planning should be
about...we throw the words joint planning and joint management around a lot
without actually ever thinking about what they might mean.

The practitioners also highlighted a need to develop a broader understanding
throughout DEC of the new insights into the nature of joint planning, and to recognise
that there might still be substantial opposition to doing things differently:
there is a real need to sell this through the Department, to say this is the way
things should be done in the future....the important part is how you get to that
point (of having a plan), how decisions are made, rather than what it (the
plan) physically looks like.

the management planning staff have a model that they follow, and we’re
asking them to change that model in different parts of the State, it's going to
be hard for them to change, they’re used to doing things another way.

4.2.2 Overall sense of ownership by MG People

In terms of outcomes, there was an overwhelming sense that the single most
important outcome was the high level of ownership the MG people have over the
CPF. The Dawang made a strong commitment to bringing their knowledge and
expertise into the document. The fact that Dawang were able to use the process to
capture their approach on paper through this report is a very strong testament to the
enduring quality of MG law, culture and world view, given the difficulties of the last
century (Kimberley Land Council 2004).

From the Dawang point of view, the CPF is simply about their law and culture running
country:
Being traditional Aboriginal, it's a traditional custom to just do things on your
country in a certain way, and that should continue. Any people who come
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and work on the country have got to respect that and work according to what
your laws are...especially Rangers or DEC from elsewhere, if they want to go
on a certain area they may have to go back and look at the Dawang plan and
protocols.

That cultural framework highlights how passionate Aboriginal people feel for
our country and that we can manage it. We've been looking after it. Our
ancestors could look after it. We can look after it.

The government parties also recognised it as demonstrating Traditional Owner
capacity:
Here’s a prime example of what Indigenous people can do. They will
influence the future. They will influence what happens. They have
ownership. It's ours. It's MG’s. The Cultural Planning Framework is simply
that: this is our view of the world in regards to this park, and this will set us up
for the future.

It's clear that there is ownership of the Cultural Planning Framework from the
Dawang.

The MGCPF is seen to put Dawang much more in the driving seat of managing their

country according to their own law and culture than with previous park exercises:
There’s other joint management plans in WA and elsewhere, but nothing
where it's actually being led, and pushed, and driven by the people who are
on the country.

The cultural planning framework has been brilliant, it's really given traditional
Owners an opportunity, from the State government’s point of view we can see
what people want, now we need to be able to facilitate that, and it's the most
important step in joint management, real joint management.

The way the CPF document is presented is central to making this ownership by MG
people really clear and up-front:
The most remarkable thing about the CPF is that it's in their words, just as
spoken, that made it as close as it could be to hearing it directly from MG
people.

While the process of the CPF has clearly led to the strong sense of ownership, the

document itself is vital to encapsulating this and providing a means of moving to the

next stages;
The CPF is where we're starting from. So it's an essential pillar for what's
going to come next. If it vanished we’'d be back at the beginning again. The
management planning is a document-driven process. So the MG aspirations
have to eventually be given a documentary form to influence the management
plan. The CPF is converting things that are normally perhaps only spoken into
a form that can influence a final document.

The initial idea of doing a CPF came from interaction between the CSIRO researcher
and the MG people that occurred in association with a project to investigate a cultural
and conservation economy for northern Australia (see Hill et al. 2008b). MG feel the
idea belongs to them because they put the idea to government, and saw the
researcher working for them, not for DEC:
Initially MG people actually had no idea, this is the first time we’ve gone into
this sort of project, joint management planning. The idea of doing a cultural
planning framework prior to doing the management plan was brought up
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when we were on the Canada trip....you came across under your own steam
to put the whole idea to the MG people, who actually put it to DEC.

I never saw you working for DEC, | thought that you came to work with us, for
us.

In addition, the MGCPF itself is seen as belonging to the MG people, not the
researcher involved, because it is written in MG people’s own words, which have not
been changed by the researcher:
That document is theirs. They've done it. You didn’t write it, they did. And
they own it. That's they thing. They're telling people, this is our country and
this is the way we want to do it. You can’t change their statements. It came
from them and how they say it is how you say it (in the document).

4.2.3 Shared vision and joint decision making

Documenting the CPF has also allowed a greater sense to emerge of both a shared

goal between DEC and MG, and also of how the joint management arrangements

can support each other’s slightly differing priorities:
DEC and MG have got the same vision for country, protecting. One is
obligated through the legislation, and one is obligated through the traditional
culture. That's what we’re doing with the cultural planning framework and the
management plan, bringing those two obligations together to work as
one...before it never came from Aboriginal people, it came from the State to
the table with the State’s planning guidelines or plans, and that's the way it
ran.

For MG, it's all built around maintenance and management of culture...there’s
not many places left where there’s a real opportunity to do that, for the
department, parks is about visitor's enjoyment and that type of thinking, and
potentially we'll see a whole new and different type of visitor experience.

An important shift has been recognition that joint management is about joint decision
making:
the actual approach to what joint management should be, and that means
joint decision making, in the past | don't think that's actually been the case,
we've just tried to modify an existing system.

This joint decision making approach was contrasted with other places where the
“joint” part has been much more constrained:
traditionally there’s a collection of scientific information about the way things
were, then we'd involve the traditional owners in sort of fine tuning the policies
the Department already had in place, to accommodate some of their
thinking....we've turned that around 180 degrees and started off from the
other perspective.

their level of input is about car park design and site clearances, and things
like that, which is a real disappointment.

this was the first serious joint management proposal in the State really.
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4.3 A foundation platform of recognition of rights

4.3.1 Legal agreement about rights through the Ord Final Agreement
and native title determinations

The Ord Final Agreement and the Miriuwung-Gajerrong #1 and #4 determinations
together set out a clear framework for recognising and respecting the rights and
interests of Miriuwung-Gajerrong people as Traditional Owners, and the rights of the
State of Western Australia. This clear framework is the foundation which made MG
want to engage seriously:
The OFA gave the MG people a very secure starting point, legal security, it's
clear what their rights are, and what the State’s rights are, and the nature of
the agreement...without that Indigenous people may not be fully embracing of
a process where they weren'’t sure where it was going to go. In this case,
they could be quite confident it was going somewhere.

Aboriginal people have authority in their own ways over the years, it's always
been there, but now it's being recognised by the gardiya law....having native
title, we get recognition, rights as being the traditional owners of that country.

because there was a real legal imperative for this to be done in a particular
way, that gave us an ability to think outside the box.

The benefits of being able to work in a framework of agreements where rights and

interests were settled were contrasted with the frustration and stagnation that occurs

when this is not the case;
we constantly need to go through a third party to get things done, it's not the
Traditional Owners and the Department doing business, it's the Department
and the KLC and the traditional owners....it stagnates park management, to
be able to come to an agreement up front on this...you’'ve basically got the
framework for how things should be done, from our perspective and the
traditional owner perspective.

The Traditional Owners interviewed expressed the view that declaration of protected
areas without prior and informed consent interferes in a negative way with their
relationship to their traditional country:
Before the State Government go making places like national parks and nature
reserves, they should talk to the traditional owners of the
country.....Aboriginal people think that not allowed to go there, it's a nature
reserve.

However, it is also recognised that the State’s interest in expansion of irrigated
agriculture gave the MG leverage to bring an agreement together:
the fact that there was a need for development gave the KLC and the MG
mob a really good bargaining chip....but so many other mobs in the Kimberley
aren’t going to have that.

Although all parties are very positive about the overall foundation provided through
the OFA, a lot of concerns were also voiced, particularly by the MG interviewees,
about hold-ups in delivery of some of the commitments made by the WA Government
under the OFA:
it's a good thing (the OFA), but there’s holes that need to be fixed....our
organisations are still being proactive, we put the cultural framework
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agreement, we put rangers in place, we've employed the coordinator....but on
the government’s side, they never hand the land back yet.

if you look on the other side of what the commitment from the state is
supposed to have been, or what they were supposed to have done and
haven't, it's not so good.

Concerns are also expressed that future changes to government policy could occur:
a lot of the work the Park Council is doing, even through it's framed by the
OFA, it's not fully empowered by the OFA. So if the government changes, we
need to wait and see what level of support there would be.

One suggestion was that the unfinished business of developing a management

agreement could bring more confidence and clarity of policy settings from the State:
MG Corp, DEC and the Commission agreed through the OFA to finalise
separate management agreements, but we never did—the schedules in the
OFA are draft, we should finalise these.

Recent legal analysis has identified that CCWA cannot have a joint management
relationship with freehold owners, and considerable frustration was expressed by
interviewees that this problem was identified during the negotiation, and was not
fixed. The problem does seem to have significance to desired outcomes:
the land does need to be vested in the Commission for CCWA to have roles
with respect to management planning and performance assessment...the land
can still be held as freehold, but we need a legal recognition that the land will
be deemed to be vested in the Commission for the purpose of those
functions...that’s the way to do it, if there’s a policy decision to involve the
Commission. There are one or two points where it might matter— if the
management plan wants to create some temporary exclusions for purposes
like ceremony, then we can't use the CALM Act to do that other than for land
vested in the Commission. Similar problems for awarding licences in the
parks. An amendment to the CALM Act could be considered to address this
difficulty—such an amendment could deem that Indigenous freehold land
managed for conservation purposes could be deemed to be vested in the
CCWA for management planning purposes, while still remaining freehold.

4.3.2 Recognition of land ownership

The tenure arrangements to recognise MG ownership of the land are viewed as the
basis for the authority to establish the CPF:
Because it's our country, it's our Dawang, it's ours, just ours. It's always been
ours.

as far as the MG people are concerned, they've always owned the land — now
it ensures that they can go onto country, and anyone else who wants to go on
it has to come to them, it's a role reversal.

it's very important, the tenure issue, if you own land, you'd like to have a say
on what'’s going to happen there whether you're leasing it or not — because in
the long term, after the lease you still own the land. In the meantime you
should be involved with it.

31



The fact that MG have got freehold, they’'ve got exclusive native title rights,
that’s pretty important, it empowers people—even thought it's leased back to
the State, at the end of the day it’s their land.

These people have taken the lead right from the start, now | think they're
never going to let go of that lead—and an important factor in that is being able
to say that we own it, this is our country, and now we can demonstrate that
we actually own it.

The fact that MG people have ownership in freehold tenure terms is viewed as very
important in the power-shift that has occurred (discussed further below):
joint management previously in this state, the mob hasn’t had tenure, at the
end of the day if falls back on the department, they have ownership, so they
have the upper hand—you can't really have true joint management when
Aboriginal people don’t have ownership, in this case MG have ownership,
they have the upper hand, so it's a really big shift for the department.

However, there was also a view that true joint management could occur in the

absence of tenure, provided there was the intent for joint decision making:
tenure...it'll become less important as time goes by, it's more about
intent....even though the tenure itself might still be vested in the Conservation
Commission, real engagement and decision making could obviate the need
for a tenure change. It could—not would, but it could...now that we've gone
through this process you can apply it anywhere, irrespective of vesting.

4.3.3 Power sharing and shifting of responsibility

A sense of power-shifting was clearing articulated both by MG people and the
government parties. MG people felt they had stepped up and taken the opportunity
provided through recognition of their rights, and the government parties recognised
the MG peoples efforts:
it gives a sense of identity, power, it opens doors for Aboriginal people...to
actually work with the government to manage your own country is a big step.

We need DEC, but they can sort of come behind us. Not in front.

What | think MG see is that joint management gives the opportunity to set up
things that they wanted to do for the long-term for their mob for their land.

The government parties also recognised that they had deliberately stepped back,
despite some discomfort, and that this allowed MG to take more power and
responsibility, leading to a good outcome:
there was discomfort at the start, but being able to sit back from that a little
bit, and let things run their course...its been a really good example of letting
go of the reigns and having a good outcome at the end.

CCWA was asked to go slow on the management planning until they’d
finished the CPF, and it was good that we were able to stop, that created the
right impression that okay, we’re not going to bulldoze, we're just going to wait
till you're ready.

32



4.3.4 Recognition of legacy issues and the broader context of
reconciliation

The CPF includes some criticism of DEC's role, and also recognises the occurrence
of massacre sites on the parks. MG people’s perspectives on these issues have
been presented in their own words. DEC's positive approach to support the criticisms
of them being made public was very important, because it allows those issues to be
clearly acknowledged, and opens the way for the issues to be addressed:
We said, cop the criticism, it's positive criticism, this is what the people said,
and the best thing is we're already starting to address some of this stuff, we're
talking about it, it's all part of developing a robust relationship, for some of the
harder and more difficult things to come out.

The willingness to acknowledge the past (both recent and more distant) and

recognise the suffering of the MG people since European occupation, was

reciprocated by MG people with a willingness to move into a new relationship:
people have been through this native title process, to hell and back basically,
and 100 years ago we were riding through the bush killing their people on
horseback, and here we are today...yet they’re willing to open up and work
with people that are the same, the government... .like there’s no real grudge
there, that sort of amazes me.

we’ll go out on country and talk about the shooting times...then they’ll say
isn't it nice that we're all sitting here together now talking about this stuff,
black fella and white fella....very forgiving, they are very willing to help us get
through this...when Alice said that with a smile on her face, | was just so
blown away, that was the most moving moment.

This recognition of the deeper issues at stake has led to an understanding of the
broader opportunity through the joint management to address issues that are
amongst the most important of our time:
This isn't just about this MG project, this is about our community and how we
work and function.

4.4 A set of organisations with effective ability to carry out
key roles

4.4.1.1 Dawang—“organisations” based on customary law affiliation to land

The Dawang whose law and principles about country are documented in the MGCPF
are clearly the most important factor in the MGCPF. The Dawang are the most
important grouping in relation to management of country under MG law, and although
not really “organisations” in the usual sense of the word, are undoubtedly the critical
entities that underpin the success of the MGCPF. The Dawang have kept their
relationships, knowledge and connections to country alive through very difficult
circumstances over the last century (Kimberley Land Council 2004). Their ability and
commitment to document their approach is a testimony to the endurance of
Miriuwung-Gajerrong culture and connections to country under customary law.
Nevertheless, the level of resources available to Dawang to keep their knowledge
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and practices strong, and therefore their ability to participate in ongoing park joint
management, is very poor indeed.

The Dawang ensured that appropriate individuals with authority under customary law
were involved in the park planning. These people frequently had a large number of
other duties and responsibilities to family, other organisations and roles (for example
the arts centre) but still made a priority of committing their time and expertise to the
process.

MG Corp worked with the Dawang to make sure the right people were involved in the
Park Council from the outset:
it was put on the corporation to actually find out who the right people are and
get them involved.

Dawang directed that the process of engagement clearly recognised the complexity
of Dawang affiliation to country, and used separate planning processes first before
bringing people together. Such an approach could be useful in other situations
where conflict is preventing progress in joint management:
If it could work for the MG. that's got six different huge areas as well as
having eight different family groups involved, I'm pretty sure it would work in
the Bungle Bungles, cause there’s only two main groups to talk to.

The good governance structure of the MG Corporation, with its strong foundation in
customary law (Figure 3), is also viewed as a critical factor in underpinning the ability
of the Dawang to make sure the right people are in place and contributing to the
CPF:
without having that governance structure solid and in place, then | think you're
destined for failure.

4.4.2 MG Corporation role—Indigenous NGO to support the Traditional
Owners

The role of the MG Corporation is viewed as critical to ensuring that MG people have
influence and can drive the process:
If the corporation wasn't here, it would be just the State’s planning guidelines
put in place...if there wasn't a corporation, an agreement, these parks would
still go ahead, just the government way.

In addition, the professionalism of MG Corporation, and its well-developed
governance structure are seen as very significant positive factors:
they’re definitely the most professional bunch of traditional owners that I've
ever dealt with...they had a constitution and they set up the rules for
engagement and the way they do business, and they really stuck to
that...they're really about future generations, not just looking after yourself or
sitting fees.

you would find it difficult not having an overarching organisation that is
providing clear direction with a really clear governing structure...you would
struggle without that overarching support mechanism and good governance
structure.

MG Corporation carries out a lot of logistics to support Dawang involvement in the

parks business, getting notices out to members, organising Dawang to nominate
representatives to the YDRPC when people resign, and ensuring the representatives
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get involved in the business of the meetings. However, it is also recognised that the
resources of the MG Corp are very limited:
they do such an incredible job for the limited staff they have...they're on the
limit, they really are, we know that.

Some frustration also exists that the role of MG Corporation as defined under the

OFA isn’t fully understood and always supported properly by the government parties:
Anything on those areas has to come back to the corporation, because we've
got an interest in what's happening there from the corporation’s perspective.

My role for the Corporation with regards to the park is keeping them in line
with what'’s in the agreement...and giving us clear, precise expenditure is one
of those things they have to do.

The role of the MG Corp is still very important in helping develop the capacity of MG
people to engage at the Regional Park Council forums:
a lot of the decisions that are made at that table, our mob aren’t happy with,
and they actually bring it back to the MG Corporation...keep telling them,
you've got to put it on the table more.

there needs to be an institutional structure for the MG people to be supported
by their own people when attending Park Council meetings.

4.4.3 DEC role—government park management agency committed to
joint management

DEC did not have a big role in the preparation of the MGCPF—the whole purpose
was to enable MG people to run the CPF process themselves. Nevertheless, they
provided important logistic support, positioning themselves very much as helping the
process of putting the CPF together, without influencing its content:
| saw myself very clearly as just on the ground support role, it was understood
that they wanted this to be theirs and to be owned by them.

Both MG and DEC/CCWA interviewees recognised that the logistics support could
have been provided from elsewhere. However, having that involvement from DEC in
an appropriate way made it much easier to build the next stage:
The department involvement in that process, while not having any influence,
but rather participating in a support role, has had a big influence on where we
are now in terms of how things have grown from the Cultural Planning
Framework.

DEC having to listen rather than provide direction, has helped people actually
grow.

The supportive role of the senior leadership of both DEC and CCWA is highly
appreciated, and recognised as being very important to enabling the MG people to
step forward through the CPF process:
The Conservation Commission, from the initial meeting we invited John
Bailey, have supported what MG is trying to do through the framework.....and
the same with the DEC boss, Peter Sharp, he’s starting to really understand
what we're putting together.
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John Bailey and Peter Sharp, they're open to these new ways and new
concepts.

the fact that Peter lets us run with things, and also the trust that he had in the
process delivering something tangible, was really good.

It is also recognised that the WA Government through the parliament has a
commitment to engaging Aboriginal people, which despite earlier resistance, is now
gaining acceptance through the Department:
The current government came in with a platform of engaging Aboriginal
people....and it's becoming accepted through the Department that we will
engage Aboriginal people.

The Department does have a commitment to joint management; we have
some real champions....but | don't think we've worked out what that might
mean in each instance.

Nevertheless, DEC did have some difficulty with accepting that they were not
centrally involved, but were paying the bills:
we are signing a contract with CSIRO and MG Corp and we're really a bit
player...it took a while to understand that, | didn’t have the background to it,
but it worked...as time went by it became less and less important.

As noted above, while MG people are very positive about the CPF, and recognise the
DEC enabled them to put this document together, there is still a view that this is just
the beginning of the process of DEC learning about MG people:
The government department that work with us got to learn our way, and this
cultural framework doesn’t cut that...DEC needs cross-culture training, they
got a lot to learn, they still live that government thing.

4.4.4 CCWA role—Government agency with State-wide authority in
relation to planning standards

The WA arrangements through which responsibility for establishing planning
standards and evaluating progress lies outside the Department (with CCWA) are
somewhat unusual in Australia. However, this additional partnership has been a very
positive contributory factor that allowed an innovation in planning to occur as CCWA
is very supportive of innovations in planning more broadly:
Our management planning is fairly old-fashioned, at the moment there’s a raft
of attempts at doing things differently, so in a State-wide sense the CPF is
one of a handful of experiments, a very important part of those experiments.

CCWA is also recognised as a senior partner with some State-level influence,

although it had remained somewhat distant to the process at the regional level:
from a regional perspective, the involvement of CCWA is neither here nor
there, but when you put it in a State-wide context, it's really important,
because they see it as a good process, that will assist the Department in
changing the way they do business.

we recommended that the Commission observe Regional Park Council
meetings.

Both the CCWA and other interviewees recommended a greater role for CCWA in
on-country work:
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I would like to see someone (from CCWA) sitting in and being involved in
some of these on-country trips...they can have a big influence in the future,
so it's really important to keep them involved.

| should have been more forthcoming in asking to be invited on country...you
need to be with people on country, and suddenly everything makes sense.

4.4.5 Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council—forum to bring
parties together

The role of the Park Council as the forum where people from DEC, the Dawang, MG
Corporation came together is also seen as vital to the CPF:
what it has perhaps demonstrated is that the decisions you make today aren’t
set in concrete, that through the Park Council, there’s still things we can go
back and do between us, to say we think we might need to change this a little
bit.

However, as noted above, many members of the Park Council are still not entirely
comfortable and able to speak out at the meetings. Nevertheless, Dawang are
clearly stepping forward more and more into the YDRPC in response to being given
greater opportunity to really take responsibility:
it is clear that individuals around the table (at the Park Council meeting) have
grown enormously in their capacity to engage with what the government’s on
about in relation to parks.

4.4.6 CSIRO role—source of independent expertise for the Traditional
Owners

MG people themselves expressed a view that their relative lack of resources meant it
was critical to have outside help:
MG Corp is understaffed and under-resourced, to having someone come in
with experience to help us put it together, we wouldn’t have been able to do it
without you.

In addition, MG saw it as very important that the person be clearly seen as working
for them, and not for DEC who they saw as a partner, rather than as someone under
there direction:
I never saw you working for DEC, | thought that you came to work with us, for
us....someone working for DEC could not do that, because we’re partners.

If it wasn't independent of DEC , it would just be another Purnululu ....the
department will always ensure that whoever comes in follows the public
service guidelines (MG)...as far as the old people say they want you
(independent advisor) there until the end.

DEC and CCWA interviewees also recognised the importance of this:
One of the key factors is that investment in a person to work closely with the
MG people to develop the CPF very independent from the department.

it's absolutely essential for MG people to be able to have access to
independent advice...we need to know the advice being provided to the
Indigenous people is fully under their control and is not being second guessed
by some departmental structure and filter in the middle.
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An alternative view was also expressed that when a greater level of trust was

developed with the Department, an independent advisor to assist TOs might not be

necessary:
the reason (CSIRO) was engaged at the request of the MG Corp is because
there was a fair bit of distrust, distrust that the Department would do the right
thing....if you just look at the process as traditional owners having a first cut at
what are their expectations, where the DEC staff get involved in that can fit
anywhere on a spectrum....it all depends on the level of trust or acceptance
the Department might have with the traditional owners.

CSIRO as an institution was relatively invisible in the process, and there was not a
sense that CSIRO was seen as having track record, other than through Dr Hill's
involvement:

it's invisible for me, | see CSIRO, | see Dr Hill.

Nevertheless, CSIRO itself having a commitment to what is required for appropriate
Indigenous engagement, and therefore supporting the involvement of Dr Hill in the
process was recognised as very important:
CSIRO support is absolutely essentially, but it doesn’t matter whether it's
CSIRO or whoever, as long as that organisation is supporting you to be able
to carry out the work.

From the MG perspective, there was also a sense of confidence that the expertise of
an individual who worked with CSIRO could be relied on:
we did risk analysis training—within the corporation, we just haven't got all the
expertise we need, we got to bring an expert in to facilitate this. You know,
we’re going to bring in experts, they're experts in their field, they can bring
their expertise to the table. So someone from CSIRO we know is an expert in
their field.

the fact of CSIRO being a respected organisation gave MG a bit of
confidence.

However, there was also recognition that the organisation was not as important as
the skills of the individual:
it's the person that matters, there’s lots of situations where you can have a
good person doing good work, irrespective of the institution, it didn’t have to
be CSIRO, it could be a university or even some consultants.

4.5 Effective working together—the right place, the right
people, the right engagement processes

4.5.1 Spending time on country—the right place

45.1.1 Bush trips

Several of the interviewees noted that going out onto country to discuss ideas and
capture them in the CPF was vitally important:
How can you talk about country in a document without actually being on the
country to talk about it.
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In Miriwung-Gajerrong culture and world view, a lot of issues can really only be
discussed when on country. People opened up a lot more on country, and were able
to think and talk about a much greater range of issues in greater depth:
The country trips were obviously a critical factor, because that’s where a lot of
talk happens, once you get them out on country, they're very relaxed, they
love being out there, and everything just starts flowing.

Being on country also comes back to the core reason that the CPF was able to be
written—which is the strength of MG people’s knowledge of country and culture.
Trips out into country provide ongoing opportunity to strengthen MG culture—which
has been clearly documented in the CPF. Trips on country are viewed as the central
activity of park management by MG people.

It's also recognised that many people face very challenging circumstances in their
lives while in town, and may be focused on immediate and urgent concerns, such as
organising food and shelter for themselves or other family members. Going onto
country relieves people of these more immediate responsibilities. Making a bigger
investment in getting time out on country with people was viewed as very important
by all parties.

45.1.2 Old people and young people together on country

Country trips that involve children also enable MG people to fulfil their obligations for

passing on knowledge to the next generation:
When you took the people out on country, and you brought the kids, and it
was a real family thing, then you could see that really strong connection, and
get the stuff that you would never get sitting in an office environment.....once
they got out on country, they started talking, the kids were there listening,
picking up on all that stuff, they were teaching their kids, for example, we had
a big war here.

A big effort was made to involve the older people in the trips onto country, not only
for the CPF but for bush trips in 2008 associated with development of the Joint
Planning Guidelines. In one case, this involved arranging for a carer to accompany
two older women. The DEC staff member involved explained the importance of this,
and why he put so much work into making sure the older people could attend and be
comfortable:
there is so much respect for the older people within the MG group...you can
see for those old people and young people together, for example the rangers,
how much it meant to them, seeing those old people back out there...it's
respect, there’s a lot of respect for them (amongst the MG), so that respect is
absolutely important, making them cups of tea, making them comfortable.

The importance of ensuring the comfort of people was also recognised by others:
it's actually pretty important that you look after people when you go out on
country, perhaps more important than we thought....if those two old ladies
didn’t come, it wouldn’t have been nearly as successful, you've got to build
that into the way you do things.
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4.5.2 The right people

45.2.1 Dawang with the right connections to country

Clearly the most important people involved in the CPF are the MG people
themselves and the Dawang who have taken the opportunity, and committed their
skills, knowledge and ideas in a fulsome manner to the process. Many of the
Dawang who participated are highly skilled individuals both in terms of their
knowledge of MG language, law and culture, and in working in the broader Australian
society.

The Dawang ensured that appropriate individuals with authority under customary law
to speak for and about their country were involved in the park planning. The broad
acceptance and endorsement of the CPF by MG people shows clearly that people
with appropriate knowledge and skills participated, and brought forward many
important issues in a manner that reflects MG law and culture.

4.5.2.2 Individuals (MG and support people) with appropriate intercultural skills and
attitudes

The skills, commitment and attitude of the MG people, and the individuals who
supported them is recognised as a key factor in the success of the CPF:
Much of the success probably had a lot to do with the people involved...and
that means the next time we do it, if we don't have the right mix of people
involved, it might not actually work as well.

the commitment’s been there, we've had the right mix of people and
everyone's been dedicated to the cause.

it's the quality of the people and their capacity to listen and be sensitive, and
to really listen and really be sensitive.

Transparency and openness were identified as the key skills that were required to

allow the individuals to build the right sort of relationships:
it goes to obvious things of people being open and comfortable, not holding
things back because they don't think it's appropriate to say things...people
need to be open, it's pretty easy to tell if someone’s being cagey with you and
not necessarily telling you everything. You've got to be able to ignore the
normal strictures and put everything on the table, so you've got to be able to
have someone who is comfortable and courageous enough to do that.

it's honesty, in their hearts, what makes them more to trust people is if they
can judge if that person is genuine, you know. Concerned.

The centre of intercultural skills for non-Indigenous people is in demonstrating an
understanding, primarily through actions, of important values of MG society:
it's more about showing you understand how MG society works, which is
often pretty subtle, some of it is who you show respect to, who you spend
time with, how you work with people, how you dress, how you approach
gender issues for example.
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It was also recognised that the task may have to be shaped to the availability
of individuals, especially given the strong skills shortage in the north:

you've got to make the best of the people around you, we've go so much
going on for example national and potential world heritage listing of the north
Kimberley, it's going to be hard to attract and retain good staff, even for our
partners like KLC...good people here are very thin on the ground, you can
barely manage to do your business...even decent infrastructure like schools
and health, people leave because they can't give their kids a good education.

4.5.2.3 Positive relationships, trust and mutual respect

From the MG perspective, a trusting relationship with the person tasked with

developing the CPF was vital:
You've got to have that relationship with someone that’'s approachable,
someone that you feel comfortable with, somebody you can work with,
otherwise Aboriginal people, they clam up.....people connect to you (the
interviewer), | think first time a lot of people thought you're an Aboriginal you
know, because you explained your role so well, people knew what you were
there to do.

However, CPF has undoubtedly strengthened the relationships and trust between all

the parties:
It was a hard process getting them (government) to come around to our (MG)
way of thinking...now we're all looking at the bigger picture, the MG mob are
starting to understand the government’s style of management, even though
it's different from how they've understood management of the country which
they’'ve been doing for years, it’s starting to come together, and they both
respect each others’ side.

I'm really impressed by the change. | think it has helped grow and strengthen
the relationship between the government agency and the mob, there’s a real
strong relationship there, and goodwill and trust.

Spending time together on country is viewed as the most important way to build that
trust:
When you are out on country with people, they can judge if that person is
genuine, you know if it's there.

Getting people out on country is a new way of doing business, a very good
way of doing business for us and the mob, it builds relationships, maintains
relationships.

DEC recognise the need to invest in positive working relationships and in
demonstrating good faith towards MG people:
(we want) MG people to see that DEC are fair dinkum about working with this
mob; it’s not just tokenism, they’re fair dinkum, they’re going out of their way
to help people, having barbeques for example, and inviting the Park Council
along.

relationships are critical, it takes time, and you've got to give it the time, and
you've got to have the right sort of people involved.
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MG people recognise and respect the knowledge, skills and roles that DEC bring to
the park management:
We need DEC to train our rangers, we can teach them on the ground how to
look after country, but there’s other things, certificates, handling snakes,
recording the wildlife, identifying species that are endangered, that's where
DEC comes in.

The uplifting of respect between MG people and DEC that is occurring through the
CPF and the joint management process is also viewed as filtering into the broader
community in Kununurra:
don’t underestimate how things are changing in this community, and people’s
respect for each other, through this process....I think relationships within the
whole community have significantly shifted.

4.5.3 The right engagement processes—on-country and in-town

45.3.1 Workshop engagement processes

The workshop was universally seen as centrally important to the whole process,
because it allowed the MG people to interact together and confirm with one another
their understanding and commitment, to learn from each other, and to build their own
capacity:
people were able to work in little groups....because we hardly see each other,
but we get together, you put us in a room, and do a workshop on culture,
people think how they feel for their country, they know their responsibility in a
cultural way, they know their traditional life.

they demonstrated to each other their level of involvement, and passion, and
participation and what it meant for people.

Aboriginal people, to really participate, you need a workshop, where you do
things on butcher’s paper, and you put it on the white board, they get active,
they get engaged, and participate, you know. It builds our confidence.

The MG Corp officer Mr Hill's leaderships at the workshop as a Miriuwung Traditional
Owner was really appreciated by the MG people:
Having an Aboriginal person up front, sort of draws responses from the rest of
the Committee, he really showed good leadership.

Although the MG people clearly needed space to drive the Cultural Planning
Framework process themselves with DEC involvement, DEC’s patrticipation in the
workshop of the draft was viewed as critical to eliciting for DEC an understanding of
importance of the CPF:
That workshop last year with the posters was something that everyone should
do because it really put in their (DEC) faces what people wanted, you'd have
to be very blind not to see what people wanted.....if we had just done it
ourselves and taken it to the state, they would have had a different reaction.

it also demonstrated to the department how serious this mob were, and how
passionate.

However, it was also noted that the workshop was a relatively expensive exercise,

including for example payment for facilitators for all the small groups and perhaps
could have been effective in a less costly way:
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if we didn't have facilitators and just sat around and talked in groups it might
have worked just as well, but | don’t really know.

The difficulty of running the workshop without facilitators would have been in
capturing the changes into the CPF document — assigning an MG person to that role
in each group would have limited their ability to participate.

45.3.2 Engagement activities during the on-country trips

The informal discussion processes used during the on-country (see 3.4) clearly
succeeded in engaging MG people:
the way you went about developing the framework by sitting down with people
in places of their choosing and using their words is probably a big part of the
package.

During 2008 field trips to work on the joint planning guidelines, a “ground mapping”
exercise was used, as a means of encouraging DEC and MG people to jointly create
a visual understanding of the park (ref). There were mixed views about how
successful this was:
even that last trip we did, you could see how engaged they were in what we
were doing, making an agreement with the rocks and sticks and thing, they
got me down on the ground, even that old lady, she was just about to get out
of her walking frame a couple of times, that's real engagement, that was really
good to see.

it started off as being an idea that came out of book, and whether it was going
to work or not almost didn’t matter.....I think people did engage in the end, but
it took a long time, and | was thinking this isn’t working, there’s no
engagement there.

4.5.3.3 Photos and workshop posters

The visual record of people on country was seen as very positive, just generally
because people enjoy seeing them, but also because of the importance of
connection to country under customary law:
Some of them love their photo taken. Because it's in the book, it's there for
ever.

Nothing better than a blackfella seeing himself in a book....but seriously,
being on country and recording it in pictures, the great grandchildren of those
old ladies, when they've passed on, the young people who own the country,
they'll look and still see these old people there, through that photo, that's
proof of their connection to that country.

The set of posters prepared to aid the discussions at the workshop were universally
seen as a very powerful tool—because they had photos of the country, and the right
Dawang on that country, MG people were able to point and various features during
their small group discussions:
the workshop posters were a real winner, people having pictures of
themselves, and a winner for everybody not just the mob, that really allowed
us to take the whole process to a lot of other people, saying look at this, this
has worked really well.

Supporting MG people (Ranger and other staff) to put such materials together
themselves could make the posters even more effective:
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Getting them to sit down at the computer a couple of days a week and start
developing their own presentations.

4.5.3.4 Payment of Traditional Owners to be involved in the planning processes

A lot of discussion had occurred during the process of the CPF about who should be

paid, and how much, and generally there was consensus that payment was

important, although concern about raising expectations for payments at other times:
we need to recognise people’s value to the process, they are almost acting as
a consultant, so | think that's recognition of their value in this whole process.

The approach taken by both MG Corp and DEC working together to come to
agreement over the payment issues was recognised as important;
that's been a rocky, rough ride...but | think actually having an agreement
between us and MG Corp has been really important...it's not supposed to be
a source of income, it's payment for time and expertise.

4.5.3.5 Innovation, research, trying new things

The individuals who were involved in the CPF process from the various organisations
were viewed as being open to innovation, which was important throughout the
process:
the ability of those people to think around all of those ideas, and discuss,
debate, argue, whatever it might be, and come up with a way forward is
something pretty special.

Some of the interviewees recognised the benefits the involvement of a research
organisation with a strong focus on innovation:
You need someone who has got that research experience to come and put
this sort of stuff on the table.....like the Indigenous Water Policy group also
has CSIRO assistance.

DEC views itself as a very innovative organisation:
CALM always had an agenda of looking at innovative ways of doing things.

However, MG people tend to see DEC as relatively bureaucratic organisation that
doesn’t have a good ability to innovate:
DEC still don't think outside the box, they really government department
people, we’re not in the box, we look at the big picture, think outside the box.

Going out onto country together was seen as the best way to get people thinking
outside the box, being prepared to open up to new ideas. Other suggestions included
bringing more anthropologists, planners and social scientists in to the scientific
division of the Department, which would also save money:
every year we spend hundreds of thousands of dollars for engagement of
consultants, anthropologists, why don’t we have someone in house that
provides advice on that sort of stuff, hopefully that will come out of the joint
practitioner’s workshop we might have later on.

As noted above, at the State-wide level, CCWA is very supportive of encouraging
innovations in planning more broadly. The factors that lead to innovation are
recognised as being multiple:
there needs to be a reason for innovation, there needs to be something wrong
with what you’re doing, there needs to be a critical mass of people willing to
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try something new, and new information, new understanding and new values
are also important drivers.

Several interviewees identified their experiences of the debates around whether the
MG Rangers should be enrolled in the MATES (Mentored Aboriginal Training and
Employment Scheme) as examples where openness to new ideas had led to a
beneficial outcome. The MGCPF identifies that Rangers must be from the Dawang
with connections to the country, and therefore a minimum of eight Rangers are
required. Although the disagreements were difficult at first, all agreed that the
solution that had been arrived it—essentially local training by TAFE, allowing for one
Ranger from each Dawang—met the local needs much better:
we’'ve come up with a completely different process for the (Ranger)
traineeships, and we've convinced the training centre that this is a much
better model...we may end up with 32 Rangers (as desired by MG), who
knows.

45.3.6 Multiple partnerships and networks

The multiple partnerships involved in the CPF—Dawang, MG Corp, DEC, CSIRO,
CCWA—was viewed by several interviewees as very beneficial. These partnerships
gave the ability to access information from an array of resources because the
individuals involved came from a range of different organisations, and each had their
own networks:
it's pretty important being able to talk with people well outside the process, and
have an understanding, so those networks have been absolutely important.

On the other hand, there was also the recognition that the Department was more

focused on having the internal resources to meet it needs, and that the concept of a

multiple-partnership approach is an evolving approach that is still somewhat difficult:
from our Department’s perspectives networks haven’t been incredibly
important, I'm comfortable within the Department.....l reckon it's going to
become much more important as we go forward from here.

the biggest struggle is going to be the extent to which they fully embrace the
idea of partnerships, it's not something any agency does easily...there’s a lot
of potential partnerships on the table, the step from the experience that
regional staff have with Indigenous people to shared management planning is
a big step.

DEC sees themselves as holders of the knowledge and expertise, there’s a
risk they’ll think we've got the expertise now, we don’t need partners in the
future.

MG people and the MG Corp place a strong emphasis on accessing appropriate
expertise, and therefore a range of partnerships because of their need to work across
multiple spheres, including agriculture, real estate, aquaculture, health, housing and
many more.
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4.6 Next stages: perceptions relevant to the Joint Planning
Guidelines

Overall the interviews indicated a very positive attitude a commitment from MG
people, DEC and CCWA in moving forward to the next stage, and continuing to try
out new ideas, particularly in putting the management plan together:
we need to keep trying new things....like the idea of the management plan
actually being a spoken document of a video tape of someone actually saying
what we're going to do.

Some concerns also emerged about how the next stages, both in relation to the State
meeting its commitments under the OFA, and also of DEC effectively bringing their
ideas and approaches forward into the Joint Planning Guidelines:
If they just want to put theirs (planning guidelines) in without explaining them,
it's going to be bullshit. There will be an argument at the end of the process
saying hang on, we haven’t agreed with that.

To make their bit fit into ours, it's going to be very difficult.

There is considerable concern that the existence of a whole set of government
policies and regulations is going to be a significant barrier to DEC really supporting
MG leadership and roles:
They won'’t go out and say, we've come here to talk about burning on your
country—how do you want to do it?

There was also concern that DEC were taking ownership over the CPF process in
terms of sharing the experience with other groups, and not supporting and enabling
MG people to explain to other Traditional Owners why it was important:
the Yawuru mob, they’re getting the picture, but they’re getting it from DEC'’s
side.

There is some concern that DEC still haven’t quite understood the park management
for MG people is primarily about strengthening MG law and culture, which hasn’t
really begun yet—all the CPF has done is expressed what strengthening law and
culture means for planning. MG people see the CPF as about the process of
bringing their law and culture into the management, which is necessarily an ongoing
process:

the Cultural Planning Framework, it's just the start, there’s a lot more to

happen.

DEC on the other hand, is also not convinced of the need to go through the process
of documenting the Joint Planning Guidelines, and doubted the need for MG to have
ongoing access to independent advice in the planning process:
the real value was the cultural planning framework, the second part I'm still
struggling with.

Clearly the Joint Planning Guidelines provide an important opportunity for both MG
and DEC to continue to develop their shared vision, and this process needs to be
handled sensitively in order to build on the good relationships developed through the
CPF.
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4.7 Perceptions about lessons for other Traditional Owner
joint park management processes

Both MG, DEC and CCWA interviewees felt that the CPF process had the potential
to improve relationships between the State agencies and Traditional Owners if
applied elsewhere, and lead to a more equitable engagement and decision-making
process:
Any areas where we're talking about joint management, we need to go down
the path of getting traditional owners’ thoughts on park management before
we try and put it all in a box.

If it could work for the MG. that's got six different huge areas as well as
having eight different family groups involved, I'm pretty sure it would work in
the Bungle Bungles, cause there’s only two main groups to talk to.

if we took this process to another place where we've got some disgruntled
traditional owners, and went through this process and built upon their ideas, |
think it might actually make a difference to the way they view park
management, and the view themselves as well.

at the end of the day we want engagement, we want joint decision-making.

The CPF process also encapsulates a new way of thinking about planning, which is
viewed as potentially very valuable in other places:
The whole way of going about planning has been turned on its head a little bit,
that's really valuable lesson, | hope that people outside the process can take
that on board.

However, practitioners also recognised that the enabling factors identified in the
previous sections may be critical to achieving any future success from the CPF
approach:
the fact that MG documented their aspirations in such a fulsome way through
the CPF is because there were some preconditions in place, such as the
OFA, and you might find where those preconditions are not in place, attention
will have to be addressed to develop agreements and land tenure recognition.

In addition, as noted previously, the high degree of ownership that MG people have
over the MGCPF has arisen in part because they see it as an idea that they put to
government, not something that was put to them by government. The implication is
that the key to improving relationships with other Traditional Owners may be in
supporting that process of independent discussion between themselves, accessing
expert advice, to come up with their own ideas about planning—rather than
attempting to replicate the Cultural Planning Framework with other groups.
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5 Literature review of standards and criteria for
best-practice joint park planning and
management

5.1 Criteria and standards for best-practice in joint park
planning and management

Criteria and standards by which to evaluate the effectiveness of joint park
management with Indigenous peoples are very poorly developed (Hill 2006). While
IUCN and other organisations have been very active in producing guidelines on
Indigenous peoples’ involvement in protected areas, little evaluation has occurred of
whether these guidelines have been put into practice, or succeeded (Nepal 2002).

IUCN'’s “Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines”, includes three that are directly
relevant to the roles of Indigenous peoples:
¢ Indigenous and Traditional Peoples and Protected Areas: Principles,
Guidelines and Case studies (Beltran 2000);
¢ Indigenous and Local Communities and Protected Areas: Towards Equity and
Enhanced Conservation (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004); and
e Sacred Natural Sites, Guidelines for Protected Area Managers (Wild and
McLeod 2008).

The IUCN Guidelines are developed primarily by practitioners, and tend to be very
action-oriented. The Indigenous and Local Communities and Protected Areas
Guidelines identifies “common features” and “options for action and advice” as the
guidelines rather than standards and criteria. The four features they identify as
common to all co-management arrangements that involve Indigenous and local
peoples include:

¢ Co-management is an arena of social engagement, encounter and
experimentation.

¢ Co-management capitalizes on multiplicity and diversity. Co-management is
usually a multi-party but also a multi-level and multi-disciplinary endeavour.

o Co-management is based upon a negotiated, joint decision-making approach
and some degree of power-sharing, sharing of responsibilities, and
distribution of benefits among all institutional actors.

o Co-management is more of a flexible process than a stable and definitive end
point. Its most important result is not a management plan but a management
partnership, capable of responding to varying circumstances and needs. And
co-management agreements and organizations have a healthy tendency to
evolve.

Their “options for actions” focus on four dimensions:
1. Share information, advice and conservation benefits with the concerned
communities.

2. Empower indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities to participate
in protected area management.
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3. Engage the concerned communities in negotiation processes and
management institutions.
4. Promote learning at various levels.

Sacred Natural Sites, Guidelines for Protected Area Managers (Wild and McLeod
2008) presents a set of 6 principles (each with a subsidiary set of guidelines):
1. Recognise sacred natural sites already located in protected areas.
2. Integrate sacred natural sites located in protected areas into planning
processes and management programmes.
3. Promote stakeholder consent, participation, inclusion and collaboration.
4. Encourage improved knowledge and understanding of sacred natural sites.
5. Protect sacred natural sites while providing appropriate management access
and use.
6. Respect the rights of sacred natural site custodians within an appropriate
framework of national policy.

This approach adheres more closely to a set of standards and some are very
appropriate to some of our initial concepts about the effectiveness of the MGCPF—
for example, principle 3 above has five guidelines: prior consent; voluntary
participation; inclusion; legitimacy; conflict management. However, other initial
concepts about the effectiveness of MGCPF such as “relationships of trust” are not
addressed. Overall, their focus on sacred natural areas is too narrow to provide
standards and criteria for our research.

IUCN’s protected area’s work has shifted over the last decade from a focus on
management to a focus on governance, partly in response to Indigenous peoples
views and visions about protected areas (Brosius 2004). Borrini-Feyerabend et al.
(2004) introduced the concept of governance categories in protected areas (Table 1).
The new IUCN Guidelines on Protected Area Management Categories (IUCN 2008)
now includes a chapter on Governance. A broad set of principles is identified for
good governance which includes:

v' Legitimacy and voice — social dialogue and collective agreements on protected
area management objectives and strategies on the basis of freedom of
association and speech with no discrimination related to gender, ethnicity or other
characteristics (e.g., mobility);

v' Subsidiarity — attributing management authority and responsibility to the
institutions closest to the resources at stake;

v" Fairness — sharing equitably the costs and benefits of establishing and managing
protected areas and providing a recourse to impartial judgement in case of
related conflict;

v" Do no harm! — making sure that the costs of establishing and managing
protected areas are not “dumped” on weak social actors without any form of
compensation;

v' “Direction” — fostering and maintaining an inspiring and consistent long-term
vision for the protected area and its conservation objectives;

v" Performance — effectively conserving biodiversity whilst responding to the
concerns of stakeholders and making a wise use of resources;

v"Accountability — having clearly demarcated lines of responsibility and ensuring a
transparent flow of information about institutions, processes and decisions;

v' Transparency — ensuring that all relevant information is available to all
stakeholders;

v" Human rights — underlying all of the above, conservation should respect human
rights including the rights of future generations.
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Table 1: “The IUCN protected area matrix”: a classification system for protected areas comprising both
management category and governance type

Governance | A. Governance by B. Shared C. Private D. Governance
types | government governance governance by indigenous

peoples & local

communities

Protected
area
categories

Joint management (pluralist

management board)
...by non-profit organizations

(e.g., NGOs, universities, co-|

operatives)
-- declared and run by local

Federal or national ministry
or agency in charge
Collaborative management
(various forms of pluralist
...by for profit organizations
(e.g., individual or corporate
land-owners )

territories — established and
run by indigenous peoples
Community conserved areas
communities

management (e.g., to an
influence)

Sub-national ministry or
NGO)

agency in change
Government-delegated

Transboundary
management
Declared and run by
individual land-owner
Indigenous peoples’
conserved areas and

| a. Strict
Nature
Reserve

Ib.
Wilderness
Area

Il. National
Park

Ill. Natural
Monument

IV. Habitat/
Species
Management

V. Protected
Landscape/
Seascape

VI. Managed
Resource
Protected
Area

In addition, IUCN (2008) applies the following principles of good governance as they
relate to protected areas overlapping with Indigenous peoples’ traditional lands
waters and resources:

e Protected areas established on Indigenous lands, territories and
resources should respect the rights of traditional owners, custodians,
or users to such lands, territories and resources;

e Protected area management should also respect Indigenous peoples’
institutions and customary laws; and

o Therefore protected areas should recognise Indigenous owners or
custodians as holders of statutory powers in their areas, and therefore
respect and strengthen indigenous peoples’ exercising of authority
and control of such areas.

These three principles may form appropriate standards for consideration of good
governance in joint management with Indigenous peoples.

As noted above, little critical evaluation has been undertaken by IUCN in relation to
the application or success of their guidelines. The academic literature includes some
studies of protected area co-management with a more critical approach, that highlight
the continued marginalization of people who protected area managers propose to
integrate as key actors (Brosius 2004, Muller 2003, Nygren 2004, Riseth 2007).
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For example, Coombes and Hill (2005) found that community diversity may be an
obstacle to the establishment of co-management regimes with Indigenous peoples in
New Zealand. Three complications to the foundation of co-management were
identified: (1) colonial legacies and the associated deep sense of mistrust; (2)
problems about imposing obligations on Indigenous peoples without resources; (3)
community seen as homogenous with models that by-pass tribal and sub-tribal
politics and thereby enhance community conflict. Strelein (1993) argued that basing
joint management arrangements on Western land tenure systems, rather than
customary lawl/title arrangements has been a major deficiency.

Baumann and Smyth (2007) researched three cases of Indigenous partnerships in
protected area management in Australia: Nitmiluk National Park, Booderee National
Park, and Dhimurru Indigenous Protected Area. From these case studies, they
identified fifteen “critical success factors”, including recognition of Indigenous land
ownership as the critical foundation, the requirement for commitment of all parties,
recognition of the diversity of partnerships, the need for participatory community
development approaches, and other factors. They also made a number of
recommendations about Indigenous partnerships, including for example the
recognition that free, prior and informed consent of Indigenous traditional owners is a
requirement for the development of mutually respectful, beneficial and productive
protected area management partnerships.

In summary, standards and criteria to make judgements about effectiveness of co-
management arrangements with Indigenous people are not yet available. However,
the emerging literature both within the field of professional practice, and in the
academic literature, has identified two separate aspects:
o A platform of good co-governance, for which preliminary standards are now
available (JUCN 2008); and
e A set of enabling mechanisms for good co-management, appearing variously
as “options for action”, “success factors” and “principles and guidelines”
(Baumann and Smyth 2007, Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004, Wild and
McLeod 2008).

It is beyond the scope of this Technical Report to produce a complete set of
standards and criteria on which to judge the effectiveness of the MGCPF. However,
Tables 2 and 3 set out the principles and arenas of engagement from the IUCN
Guidelines, together with the success factors identified in Baumann and Smyth
(2007).

5.2 Comparison of the MGCPF analysis with emerging
standards and criteria for best-practice joint park
planning and management

Tables 2 and 3 also present a simple comparison of the enabling factors identified
through this analysis of the MGCPF in relation to the principles, arenas of
engagement, and success factors from the IUCN Guidelines and Baumann and
Smyth (2007). The majority of the factors identified through these previous works
have also been identified in this analysis of the MGCPF. Notable omissions include:
conflict management; balanced community development approach; and training for
all involved (although the need for more training of DEC staff in relation to cross-
cultural skills was identified). These factors may need to be given more attention as
the joint management process develops.
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One additional factor was identified as important in the analysis of the MGCPF, that

is “recognition of legacy issues and the broader reconciliation context”.

Global

attention has been drawn to this factor previously through a resolution passed at the
World Parks Congress in 2003 calling for the establishment of a “Truth and
Reconciliation Commission on Protected Areas” to deal with the issues of protected
areas being established without consent, and with associated forced removals of

people (Hill 2004).

This comparison suggests the factors identified by the practitioners as important to
the success of the MGCPF are robust when considered in the light of international

experience.

Table 2

Principles and success factors for effective Indigenous co-governance, and the

MGCPF analysis

Principle® Success factors® MGCPF
Analysis’
respect the rights of Indigenous land ownership v
traditional owners,
custodians, or users to Free, prior and informed consent of the v
such lands, territories and | Traditional Owners as a requirement for
resources mutually respectful partnerships
Legal protection for rights and interests v
of parties
Bipartisan political approach v
respect and strengthen Coherent and effective Indigenous v
Indigenous peoples’ representative party with legitimacy
institutions and customary | Sufficient resources to enable v
laws Indigenous participation
Conflict management X
Respect and strengthen Commitment of Indigenous people to v
indigenous peoples’ take up the opportunities
exercising of authority and
control of such areas. Appropriate technical and other advice v
Clear understanding of Indigenous ideas | —
about success
Traditional Owners in driving role v

° IUCN (2008) Draft IUCN Guidelines on Protected Area Management Categories Chapter on Governance.

6 Bauman, T., and D.M. Smyth. 2007. Indigenous Partnerships in Protected Area Management in Australia: Three
case studies. Canberra: Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies.

[ addressed in MGCPF; x = not addressed in MGCPF; ~ = partly addressed in MGCPF
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Table 3

Arenas of engagement and success factors, and the MGCPF analysis

Arena® Key enabling mechanism MG CPF
analysis
arena of social Productive working relationships v
engagement, encounter
and experimentation Balanced community development x
approach
Participatory approach, including on- v
country work
Sophisticated intercultural engagement |
Training for all involved
Innovation and research v
Emphasis on role of youth ~
multi-party but also a Commitment of all parties v
multi-level and multi- : -
disciplinary endeavour High level leadership 4
Diversity of partnerships including with | —
neighbours
Clearly defined responsibilities ~
negotiated, joint decision- | Sense of power-sharing v
making approach and
some degree of power- .
sharing, sharing of Secure funding v
responsibilities, and
d|str|but|on_ of _ber_1ef|ts Competent and effective governance v
among all institutional
actors
flexible process than a Progressive and incremental approach
stable and definitive end to capacity building of all parties ~
point
Flexibility v

8 Borrini-Feyerabend, G., A. Kothari, and G. Oviedo. 2004. Indigenous and Local Communities and Protected Areas:
Towards Equity and Enhanced Conservation. Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK: [IUCN. World
Commission on Protected Areas. Best Practice Protected Area Guideline Series No. 11.
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Synthesis of findings

This Technical Report set out to:

e document the process used to develop the MGCPF;

e establish how well preparation of the MGCPF achieved the desired outcome
noted above in relation to capacity building;

¢ identify factors that contributed to the success or otherwise of the MGCPF;
and

¢ identify relevant lessons for other places where Traditional Owners and
governments are coming together to work on sharing management of the
conservation estate.

We conclude that the MGCPF was highly successful in achieving the desired
outcomes of:
Enhanced capacity of MG people in relation to participation in Park planning;
enhanced capacity for DEC and the Conservation Commission in relation to
engagement with Traditional Owners in park planning.

The two outcomes that characterise the process as a success in terms of capacity
building are:

e An overall strong sense of ownership by the MG people of the CPF, reflecting
both commitment of Dawang to the process and the enduring quality of their
knowledge of law, culture and country; and

e A developing shared vision and sense of joint approach to decision making
between MG people and the State agencies.

Three key enabling factors contributed to the achievement of these outcomes:

1. A foundation platform of recognition of rights, responsibilities and past
experiences;
A set of organisations with effective ability to carry out key roles; and
Effective processes for working together—the right place, the right people and
the right engagement processes.

2.
3.

Despite these enabling factors, it must be noted that the MGCPF was a strong
process because MG law, culture and knowledge of country are strong. All other
factors identified in this analysis sit under that one essential feature—MG law, culture
and traditions define and explain the contribution of the CPF process to improving
joint park management.

In addition, the overall strong sense of ownership that MG people have of the CPF is
due in part to the fact that the idea to put it together came from them (through
discussions organised by their organisation the MG Corp), not from the government.
MG people are very pleased that CCWA and DEC supported them to the MGCPF
together—but they still see it as their initiative, something that they put to government
and they did themselves with support.

Figure 1 draws these factors together into a visual presentation.
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6.2 Implications and recommendations relevant to the MG
parks

As noted above, MG CPF was a strong process because MG law, culture and
knowledge of country are strong. Supporting and strengthening MG law, culture and
knowledge to ensure MG people drive the joint management is key to continuing the
successful partnership built through the Cultural Planning Framework. The
conceptual model of the “Joint Planning Guidelines” driving the Management Plan
fails to recognise this need for ongoing support for strengthening of MG law, culture
and tradition through joint management process. Figure 2 presents a revised model
to take account of this need, and the first recommendation aims to ensure that
resources are available to support this process. Bush trips with old people and young
people together, and cultural education and recording projects, are good methods of
strengthening MG law and culture in parallel with joint planning and management
activities. MG people will also benefit from ongoing access to independent expert
advice, so that they can continue to discuss and develop their ideas and put them
forward to government.

All the enabling factors recognised in Figure 1 are important to the successful
partnership that is emerging, and require ongoing support. The remaining
recommendations two to three therefore focus on areas where some weaknesses
are evident.

Recommendation one:
e Provide ongoing resources to strengthen and support MG people’s law,
culture and traditions: bush trips, cultural recording and education, language
support, and availability to MG of ongoing independent expertise.

Recommendation two—strengthen the foundation platform by:

e Ensuring the government commitments to the OFA are completed, including
tenure finalisation and amendments of the CALM Act where necessary to
support joint planning; and

¢ Finalising the management agreement about the parks.

Recommendation three—strengthen the key MG organisations by:

e Ensuring Dawang roles are properly supported, including ongoing capacity for
Dawang meetings and discussions;

e Ensuring resources are available to support an ongoing capacity within the
MG Corporation—give consideration to government support for a joint
management park management position within the MG Corp, similar to the
positions that are supported inside the Northern Land Council; and

e Ensuring support is available for MG to be able to meet together before the
Park Council meetings, to table and discuss their issues together, and to
organise which need to brought into the meeting for discussion.
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6.3 Recommendations for other places where Traditional
Owners and governments are sharing management

Both MG, DEC and CCWA interviewees felt that the CPF process had the potential
to improve relationships between the State agencies and Traditional Owners if
applied elsewhere. However, practitioners also recognised that the enabling factors
identified in the previous sections may be critical to achieving any future success
from the CPF approach. In addition, the key to government improving relationships
with other Traditional Owners may be in supporting a process of independent
discussion between themselves, accessing expert advice, to come up with their own
ideas about planning—rather than attempting to replicate the Cultural Planning
Framework with other groups.

Recommendation four—assist other Traditional Owners and regional offices to
learn from the outcomes of the CPF by:

e Bringing together a joint management practitioners® workshop within the
State, to share success stories and stories of problems, including stories from
the CPF;

e Ensuring that dissemination of the lessons from the CPF is undertaken
through processes that engage the MG people, as they are the primary
authors and drivers of the CPF;

e Supporting development in other regions of all the enabling factors identified
in Figure 1; and

e Encouraging the provision of opportunities for other Traditional Owners to be
supported through a process of independent discussion between themselves,
accessing expert advice, to come up with their own ideas about planning

6.4 Conclusion

The role of Indigenous peoples has become central to both the global and Australian
agenda for parks and protected areas. In Western Australia, the Parks and Protected
Areas Forum held in 2007 produced a 10 point Agenda for Action (Parks and
Protected Area Forum 2008), which included as point 3:

The rights, needs and aspirations of Indigenous peoples as they relate to
access to land for conservation, tourism and community benefits should be
reflected in legislation relating to parks and protected areas and biodiversity
conservation, with greater effort being made to increase community
appreciation and understanding of these aspirations. Funding should be
made available for the participation of Indigenous people in the planning and
management of parks and protected areas.”

The Miriuwung-Gajerrong Cultural Planning Framework has undoubtedly been a
positive step in implementing this part of the Agenda for Action.

° Practitioners in joint management include the Traditional Owners, DEC staff, staff of
Indigenous NGOs (e.g. Kimberley Land Council), advisors, consultants, researchers and any
other relevant parties.
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APPENDIX ONE: INTERVIEW GUIDE
Miriuwung Gajerrong Cultural Planning Framework
Purpose of the interview:

The main outcome sought from the development of the Miriuwung-Gajerrong Cultural
Planning Framework was:

Enhanced capacity of MG people in relation to participation in Park planning;
enhanced capacity for DEC and the Conservation Commission in relation to
engagement with Traditional Owners in park planning

I am writing a report on how well we achieved that outcome through doing the
Cultural Planning Framework and why.

We also want to identify what the strengths and weaknesses of the process and what
could be learnt for other places where Traditional Owners and governments are
coming together to work on conservation parks.

Theme list
Your involvement in the development of the CPF

The capacity of MG people in relation to Park planning —
Did the capacity of MG people increase

If so how and why

What were the most important factors\strengths
What could be done better\weaknesses

The capacity of DEC in relation to engagement with Traditional Owners
Did it increase

If so how and why

What were the most important factors\strengths

What could be done better\weaknesses

The capacity of CCWA in relation to engagement with Traditional Owners
Did it increase

If so how and why

What were the most important factors\strengths

What could be done better\weaknesses

Lessons for other places where Traditional Owners and governments are coming
together to work on conservation parks — for example at Purnululu

Comments on some specifics:
e Ord Final Agreement, Native title determinations and Global Negotiation
process
Power sharing and shifting
Tenure arrangements — MG ownerships of the parks
Governance of the project
Role\commitment of the organisations: MG (Indigenous organisation), CSIRO
(independent advice) DEC, CCWA
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Role\commitment of the people who did most of the work: Dawawang, Park
Council, Scott, Ro, Des, Darryl

Organisational factors: payment for TOs, food, accommodation, going out on
country

Relationships — trust, communication

The participatory processes — talking, butcher’s paper, looking at drafts,
taking photos, workshop posters, having facilitators, getting direct quotes from
people

Innovation, research, trying new things

Information and knowledge brought into the projects

Networks

Your experiences and the way that the Cultural Planning Framework has affected

you.

What you think is the most important thing to say about the cultural planning
framework.
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APPENDIX TWO—WORKSHOP PROGRAM

Yoorrooyang Dawang Regional Park Council

Cultural Planning Framework, Workshop Program 17" — 18™ October 2007

Timing Session
DAY -1 Welcomes by Senior TOs, introductions by DEC/MG Corporation senior staff, purpose of workshop (Ro Hill), Introduction to MG
Wed 17" Oct spelling conventions

9:00am, before smoko

Morning 17th, after smoko

Concurrent sessions for first parks, including presentations and discussions:
0 Goomiyig and Barrberrm— supported by Kate Golson and Des Hill
0 Wawoolem and Darram - supported by Scott Goodson and Tanya Vernes
o0 Ngamoowalem — discussion of south supported by David Newry, Anna Price
0 Mijing and Jemandi-Winingim, including links to Point Springs — supported by Jane Blackwood

12:00 Lunch

Afternoon , before smoko

Concurrent sessions for remaining parks, including presentations and discussions:
o0 Goomiyig and Barrberrm - supported by Kate Golson, continued from morning
o Ngamoowalem — discussion of north supported by Des Hill and Anna Price
o Mijing and Jemandi-Winingim, including links to Point Springs — supported by Jane Blackwood, continued from morning
0 Other park discussions continuing if necessary

After smoko

Report back from each group facilitator

DAY -2
Thur 18" Oct
Morning before smoko

Combined presentations/discussions of each of four main themes:
0 Tourism and visitation: presented by Tanya Vernes
o0 Natural and cultural resources: presented by Jane Blackwood
0 On-Country management: presented by Scott Goodson/Des Hill
0 Working Together (protocols etc): presented by Kate Golson

Morning, after smoko

Concurrent workshop to discuss issues in each of the four main theme areas.

12:00 Lunch

62




Afternoon, before smoko

Facilitators to present back from groups.
Prioritisation of areas for action.
Other issues: process for comments on other parts of the document.

Afternoon, after smoko

Next steps:
0 Finalising the Cultural Planning Framework document
0 bringing Cultural Planning Framework forward into the management planning process with DEC

Concluding statements by Senior TOs and others. Next steps
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APPENDIX THREE—WORKSHOP POSTERS

I
Barrberrm Park Dawawang Vision o ‘mh:'

(Zimmerman Range) £51RQ

Qor vision for the park
Qur gooks for Barrberm ars to:
+ ook offe rour country
* faks visito s the re and shaw them the country, the stories, hawour people ars connseted fo the area ond lised
thers in the pest
« build up tourism businesses based h the park
* nwlus our young propk i managing the areo and understand g their roles and responsibilit s

Gur cuftural vakies and ms/mnsi.biliﬁes for pork planning

Barrbsrm is a really impo rant story plass far sugarbag and lemoogang (b ke fongus lizard) dreaning, We need to visit our count ry
+o ke ep our storiss strong and to kesp in touch with our old peop k on that country.

Barrbermn count ry has grown sver with 1 ress, shrubs and g rass. We want to bum the grass o we con ses ur count ry clearly. Firs
management is on mparfont Gsus, e wont o spend fime eut on eur country hoking bush comps far connecting with aur stariss
and old peap k on Barrb rrm.

Wel like the park management ta work in with aur community ot Kumbarumbe, @Goarrbaome), We'd like to build up touriem
businesses i the park. We hove ideos for amussum ond cultural cent e on count ry whers we con take tourists and heb them
unde rstond how peapls lued in the past. Other issues that nesd work are Rangers, catt k., weeds and pasts, cultural recording and
adusation, bnguoge, ond oralhistory:

Our park links up with ths Keep River Mational Park in the Terrfory. We i like to tak about howws might be able to wark tagsther
acrazs the barder.

thed Yo be chenimijie <fors woten e, Thi candry

e neve get chy, Comingai! i ey o 5 . oy,
Cup privrities Lo on Aot Come s g umpern o .
Wt ko Lo g our Rangars nplaze, and tart holding bush comps oul n coustry it our old people. Wed asa s to dvs p rnbirrin. { ecsoogers. (hased him. haveer ger

plans for howrwe con build touriam bushessas in the park. We nesd beiter access far bath those priorities. chemec sig v, 13 bin corme et g i he w0y

O R 1 1 i RS 27 e, THY3 A 5907
E—— Steps and resources

reer baon grow. We nesd mors discussion amengst the Dawnng obout how o start buik ing up aur Rangsrs ond tourist businesses, and how o link in
s o eres o with Goomiyig Park, the Kumbanumba community (Soorrbooms) and the Keep Rive r ot nal Park

Bonge Ryingtox. Romberrim, 21 Avgusr ZDF

hesigar bng o iy
i1 il okea ty

Policies Barrberrm Park Policy Details

Working Together Goarmiyigy and Barrb. Visitor #, Cave Springs
Pratocals and Meetings Goomiyig and Barrberrm Access Issues Ronge/Pincombe Rariger and Zimmerman Rage
Our key accs s issuss are
Research Protocols = The Goomiyig Park needs mads right around that hilland into the park Cave Springs is the mon site expe risnchg o b of visitation. We need farilit ks he re for
" that con be ussd by Rangers ond Daweng for menagement. e would the tourkts for day trips and for comping—taik s, showsrs, chairs, tobles, BB, oblufions
On -Country Management liks this road fo be sxolisivsly for park management ond Danang uss. block, wate r fank <o ws don't nesd to dmurweter from the springs.. Wa uoul also like fo
Access At the noment it is really difficull to get nfo this park have o separate camping area for the Dauang.
*  We would like 1o dcuss with the stafion monager use of their roads.
Living Areas + Soms aress of Goomiyiy might not be suitabls for mads. In that cass At Barebs rim, us H lica o hove @ mussum or it rp s Hvs cantrs, with oMl photographs ond
Bush Camps and Trips Sl gl LAt artefacts, so pao'?» an underst and how Abaramlpe‘x,p\a live d here befare, how they
! P = The road through fo Kumbardmba commun ity (Gao rrbaome) e very managed to get their food ond what it wos like hiere. W con toke paophe there befars
Fire Management mugh. Wia!d like o better acoess road that is mo e suitabk far they go on o chopper ride over the ronge. A1 the moment. we just foke them fo the
5 fourism. billobong and te |l stories
angers * At the moment, thers is doesn't szem fn be any road that goes within Tuju Wifilsan, 21 August 2007
the park boundary. Wie need a rood gaing infa the park for park
Weeds and Pests 2 Y e i I
management and Dawang use.
Tourism and Visitation

Visitor Manogement
Tourism Business
Development

Natural and Cultural
Resources

Cultural recording and
education

Matural and cul tural
resources managemen
Cultural site management

Goomiyig ord Barrberrmn Rangers
We need two men and tu women Range 1= wha could worl azress both Goomiyia PR Devel " ™ Borrd,
and Barrbarm Tourism P iy and
Ea R e e e e A tou ist business oould bs develsped based arund Cave 5 rings. but more d scussions

& 4 ane needed betwssn the Goomiyig Dawang. Juju Wikon running soms fourkm business

DAche, o Neadk oraenha batib s Curp R e She Ptk oani s v e A i b s de e Rrt i
e think the Aberignal Rangers need on experknced Sardiya Ronge r to wark nispretiveceitne
with them, # mining thsmup
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Bty Iogh o sy s b, gt
e cred

Seplone Foomts, Gove Sorings. Avgut B 2007

Goomiyig Park Dawawang Vision

(Pincombe and Cave Springs Ranges)
Gor vision for the park

Our goals for Goomiyy are
=" to have all the Dawawang =trongly connected ta their t radit ianal country
= for uisitors fo come ond enjoy our count ry
= to have our Rangers looking after our country.

Gatting connested bask ta our count ry is rsally inportont.. sa that our young peop s can knowr ther cultu re, languags and
count

Our cuftural vabies and responsibilities for {
Cultural knouledge and infarmation about Goomiyi i mainky he hynuruHsrpsup\s W hous o strong respansbility fo
lsarn s much o5 us can ahout Goomiyig from them now. Bush oamps and doy trips on sountry ars the bast way fo do this

Al Boombi, Srephoris Boambi and Jimmy
Paddy, e Springs, Septemben 206

Wa nsed to bok ot the issus of the Goomiyi park boundary very carefully. The boundary seems to be oo closs ta the hill,
not kaung any flat lond or springs whe re s can ho W our bush camps and conduct our cultural business. The Martin Bluff
hills to the south of Mart ins Gap hava many paintings in them, and should ba part of the park, s thaf visior acosss and
tourist businesses in this area.con be prope rhy monagsd . On the Marther Territery side, they falk abeut sxtending the
Kesp River Park s far os Niligem logoon. We'd like fo disouss that, os Niligem & a really importont plass for us

ovce creomig fere. come #iraugh Mardn B feg Hmeoge

cheaming e
Tty B, Miigem. 19 Aspis DOT

oo e futie, Brromrxl, sugon gidens. emand iorgonee
Other issues that ws need to add ress are about visitor fosilities (Cove Springs), tourism businesses, azcess roads info the TSy e s B R R
ark, firs monagement, oot b, wesds and pests, oullural record ing and educat n, Rangers, language, art ond aral histar
A e M e L e MU i T A Rl e AR S e
spirits on count ry when we wist Goomiyig.

s Wi, Hsasarra 20 Augurs 07

Cur priovities

Gur bighest priority i mnning bush s nd bush { s takingour olar peopls aut anto sounbry o tsach ohars. W
need 1o hove some simple facilities so peapk can be comfortable—bough shed. to let, sime graded paths. Maggi Johns,
Sheba Dignariond Blanche Flyingfax are three of the most inporfant peapk for us to spend time with an country. Wiz need
our Range s in place ta be part of these fris.

Aces 35 roods ane needsd that we can uss to travel into the park for aur cultural conps. W also need to work an all the

Thoy wane shosig s ol shashosaing i issues obove like fire managenent and weeds. Some of our count ry Iz sa grawn over with bush that we can't recognise it

S e
ere.oi e fomes inthe e, 5

S e s e B s o

ot s be oLyt maghn. 81 ord s

betrer ot o ur Teraght.

teps and resources

For oomiyig we he ed sams on-the -ground surveys to conside r access and boundary Esues. Wie need some advice and
discussions with gous et agncies about fhe optons For addrassig azeess ond boundary saves. W also nesd s sourcss
for the Goomiyiy Dawong and BEC to start our buch comps and trps onta country

Gilbart Riley fishirgat Mligsm, August 0 2007

Toty B, Ailigem. 19 Asgurs ZOF

ifce ooty o

Gae Garlran, Al s
Eoamti, Cody Ward
and Gilbert Rileyat
Springs,
Auguzr 2007

GBin Fhey i ut From he i3l cugde o me;
e
Faviging an Fhe side of The Al

Policies Goomiyig Park Policy Details
Working Together iyig and Barrb Visitor M, Cave Springs
Protocals and Meetings Gooimiyig and Barrberrm Access Issues Range/Pincombe Raiger and Zimmerman Raige

Our ey agosss issues are
Research Protocols i

On-Country Management
Access

Living Areas

Bush Camps and Trips
Fire Management
Rangers

Weeds and Pests
Tourism and Visitation
Visitor Management
Tourism Buginess
Development

Natural and Cultural
Resources

Cultural recording and
education

Matural and cultural
resources management

Cultural site management

The Gaomiyig Park needs roads right around that hilland into the park
that can be ussd by Rangers and Dawang for management. We would
like this raad to be sxchizively far park management and Dawang uss.
At the mement it iz really difficult to get e this park.

W would like to discuss with the stat ion manager uss of their roads.
Soms areas of Goomiy i might not be suitob e For mads. In that cas
usY lke to consils 1 awalking i

The road through to Kumbarumba commun ity (Soarrbeome] & very
mugh. Wie' like o better access raod that is mors suitable for

tou rism.

At the moment, there is dossn't seemto be any road that goes within
the park boundary. W nesd a rood gaing infa the park for park
management ond Dauang uss

Boomiyig and Barrbarim Rangars
Wife need tun man and fun women Range rs who could wnrk azross bath Goomiyig
and Barrberm. We want the Rangers 1o k ok after our count ry, and o take
Dawang around on country. We part kularke uont the Rangers to be uorking
with our old pesple. Blanche, Sheba.and Maggle. organising bush trips and
canps to taach the younger ones

W think the Abork halRangs rs nsed an s>parknced Gardiyn Range rto work
with them, tmining them up

Bursh bk, we can 0o B busth bokey 2l busl meOie ook, Tratswiee
Jowte guiig D e D get Be GOB IRy 2 Lhe lTgiR e Cende, eyl i

itsee, we Can e Ben et he SER R Fnuege 2ol e,
& AR BO, B8 CoOIYG, 20 ASt 407

Cave Springs is the man site sxparienchg a bt of uisitation. We need fosilit es hers for
the taurkts for doy trips and for canping—toik ts, showsns, chairs, fobles, BEQ, ob lut bns
block. wote rtank so we don' nesd to dw water from the sprhgs. We vouk alsa like fo

havs o separats camping arsa for the Dasang.

A+ Barrbe rim, we § e Fo have amoseum or e pre e centre, with o photographs and
arteficts, sogeogk o anderstond how Aborg halpeopie Iued fere before how Hep
managed fo ge ! thein food wid what it wees hike take peop b Here be fore
e R e

b itétiong and te i stories.

Jigs Wikon, 21 Awgast 2007

Tourism Busiass Devalopmant: Goomiyy and Barrbarrm

A e L e ST S ek
ars nasdad betusen the Coamiyis Daans. Tuja Wlkon rurning same faurim busin =
info Barrberm L R e e e e
inte mpretive centre.
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Mijing and Jemandi- Winingim Park Dawawang Vision o ‘imh
{Ningbing and Weaber Ranges) €SIRO
Gur vision for the parks ¢

Our goal is to kep the country, just leowe a5 t is. We have o be Ibing on aur country to kek after it. Qur sizisn for Mijing is to
have the Mingh ing cormmunity up and running agah. We e ed o Range r station to monage ths park and woull liks to see this station
based af the community. We want o sstablish 2 living arsansar Paint Springs on Temondi-Winingim. Our vision for Point Springs is
10 get the count ry back to what it was bafars it beoams o.nature reserva. Ve wont to lve o bss by Faint Spring ta lock ofte r if

Tt to come Sk here and ook after aifthat | D cuftural vabies and respensibilities
cowntry, se. Look after Mhis area and e

community. Mp Father got that commanity. The
wap S got it was 1 vagh aminig kase.

Mijing is on inpartant area o us, because ssue ml massazres happened In this area in the sarly days. We don't want people just
gong nto thase cows. Jhany caves and hilk on our country are story plases

Fred Gervard, 22 July 2007 Mingh ing pictured
Dean)

Poht Sprhgs is a bl issus to us. Ever shoe i's besn mods a nature ressrve, the gavemment has never boked after it. The whok
with son

area hos becoms overgrewn with weeds and bushes. Many animmls that used te visit the spring are not thare amy mare besauss they
Gan't et to the wate —ducks, brelgas, cockatoos. Wa think the fanes hos caused a lot of probkms. Mearby areas that are nat
fenced, whers cattle groze, are still in really gaod cond ition.

Lssues thatneed o bs addressed i the pln include ingareos, rrgers, o youth programn. ressorch, protosals, ouriete <ot
accs 53/ roads. o ftural sducation, cubtural recording and warking togethe r

Mosguito Dreaming on Mingb ng Range
W nead to talk more abaut cattle on our count ry. Some of our Dowaunng think cattle can be god on our consanuation lands
provided thers is no overstocking, uhik othars of uswould lice to kesp the cattl out

Gur priorities

Our maln priarity isto get our community ot Mighing up ond innhg again, and to establish o community wear Pakt Springs

Wifa want to fix up the count ry ot Poit Springs, start ing by toking the fence doun. Anather nriority far us is rnning Gl
R R e R e e T g peapls

would alse be good
In the future. veH lice to establish o tourist business ot Ajing, and 1o fance off an area. fo reattle for the commumnity.

Steps and resources
Eim stosy here, emu been run throush from
that ey From Cape Domit.

et Bich, 23 T 2007 Nongbing

¥ifs uant to start getting our Rangers going, and getting t rips out onto sount ry.

Guor conce ms about putomes from CALM management af
Pomt Springs

Chergrown count ryar Point Springs which CALM has Fenced ofF sierpiernaintsns b Sl s

e wint to come and fve here, we gotta bok after
thiscoun frp eurseles we Aferigmalpecs &

Merk Caries, 24 Juj 2007 Pont Srrigs prtured
with

Goniy
Folicics Mijing and Jemandi-Winingim Par-k Pollcy Details [#iing and Jemandi- Winingim Visitor Managamant
'\)Aforkmgl T°?:E'°" Mijing and Jemandi- fu rrentl Lha Gorgak\s att r:cﬂngulwge nuhmberr ofhws\:iors. Fhw:i\iiie: a\ll;ﬁ_neadjd
rotocols an eetings e e, including aparking and comping amea, but further doun ths t radl & need to
9 Winingim Access Issues dews op  plan for facilities on our park, not just start builling at the Gorgs, O

Research Protocols prierity iz to re-sstablish our pressnce on our count ry. We need people o know that
we are ths Tradit knal Ouners for the country. We would like to idantify the best

phoes for camping in the park. Many peopls are camping of Cops Domit

Our key aocess issuss are.
On -Country Management o The rood into Mijng needs
uparading 2 ue have all-year

Access S Wk wimt fo share our country, THs abeaubful country. et emsee 3, k¢ themsee
Living Areas sl hevsevie ook after it We W put @shn here, a it raod fo here. Might be a samp
prehibitive, but it could bs e e e & et
Bush Camps and Trips considered as part of the Menie Carter, The Corge, £2 Jufy 2007
Rl e Aboriginal Beve kpment
Fackaga 'fﬂrohrd Stage & '}" Cape Domit i toe mah ared where Facilibies are needed. S Eon our fuakhe )
Rangers Sl e Jand, But J#5 not on our park. Jo wedl e fo work aeross both areas

Fred Gerrard, near Cape Domit, 22 Jug 2007

smeraeney soos sswauld be

Weeds and Pests ) ;
4 St @ The read to Jemandi-Winigim Large m mpat The Garge on 22 July 2007, This graup of fariliss
Tourism and Yisitation also e eds be tter d minags—it uas from the Taunrna Spdedag ol Sadety,and wers oplaing

- wnuld be sasier fo make this
Visitar M anagement mad all weather. This rood
Tourism Business might bs upgradad for the
o agricultunal expansion
Natural and Cultural
Resources
Cultural recording and
education

MNatural and cultural
resources management

Cultural site management

Mijing and Jemandi- Winingin Rongers

Our vision Is o hove our Rangers look afta rboth the count ry and the people. We wou like ou r Rangers to wark acrass bath our park and our nat e
itk lond up ta Cape Domit

L S =

Qur Rongs rs nesd fa control and maintain our parks. keep our springs clean, check the burial grounds, isitars, fishing, coost line. and to menitar
wil life. hohd ing endangered species. Wie wont them to monitor and controlpssts like cane foads, and educate fourists to bok after the place, and Tourism Business Davelopment: Mijing and Jemandj-Winigim
take auay their rubb sh

We e d two mak Rongers, one for Mijing and ans for Jemond i-Winingim. Later on ue d like to look for some girls to be invalued. Cor vizion en Wasdwfieng soontny is fo have Aib s g someunity as the sentre of var
Fourim Bushesves,  Tourimbusiesses are needed fo make our conmonitic= g .
We would like our Ronger for the Mijing park to be based af MNingb ing community—hove o uorkstation thers, o shed with necessary tools.  The HE U fike fo run Fish g expe ditions, have guided Jours Hirouph the corge. mid rom

camping areas whe e visitors pay @ fee. WE § ako Be bobe abE to st produse Fram our
somenn ity {eqgs, wege fub fes) fo fourstspussing through. W fie fo 56 muoied m

making wd seling bush om fts md beads For apbods going dovn fo Cape Domit, the
First point of catfwoukibe Atgb g

Merik Cartes, 23 Jedv 2967, ab Mingh g

Rangsrs will nesd o 4D with radio and smergency squ prmsnt

AW .

I #he Future. guided Fishing are @ good ¢ Hy on the Pasi—we
e
Fred Gerrard. 16 August 2067

Seme sort of sl caram park there af Point 5 rings wouid save peapi Faking FREd
savavans dovn fo the Keep Ricer. They.omn go Fihing for Mhe day, ad same buck i the

vening.
Emifs Hester, 17 Augast 2067
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Ngamoowalem Parks Dawawang Vision
(Livistona Range)

()

CS5I1RO

Cur vision for te pak

We want the park at Ngamoowalem to manage the tourists. There are = many people coming here, we need a lot
ione managsment, We'd like to mn o own tourisn businesses here.

We also want to protact Paney's Lagoon: we don't want anything to happen there, We'd like 1 have a_joint
partme nship at Panry's Lagoon too with DEC, and start a businass there,

Girhens s ke curt ook o coutry b ey i arle, sl

e e e e Oup ral walves and i
ey come ok My fother Ty wos Toksnawoy To Sk cuttural valves responsibi
i, o ey o S0y sivg F o s ke 00t
wirmiry ciive, Morgrer Ko, 7 e TO7, Goose

es

s A e e R o A e e e s e e
S IR dba o e o

T

o ek From ot iy 1 oo Tssues that nead o be in the plan ane ahout Rangens, access, visitor fasilities and management, tounian business,
N oA SN o T D e — s S o
R L R Bk

This cantryic 8 o Buch uicher, ik fuch o vt
— Wi s B froom e bunhes segenber

Our priorities %"z‘i";?m . The m,:’,,’i;”z’ﬁ,m o

an ot e trondas

Foineln Simom 7 Jive D07 Nygnenooeaie

Getting management of the visitors and tourism iz the most important thing, A

Syhia Smenuithingben (hh i)
The Range = are: really importart—they need a vehicle, for checking all the sites down trough Naamoowalem, and : y S
For toking old peaple aut onto courttry,

Staps and resources

i et fo s fase From vur cump, afiewr ids | OUr first step iz fo start working with oun Dawawang and DEE to plan out the visitor facilities so we can start
swiming here i Mhe hot bme. Travelkrsin thes | managing our tourists, We need Rangers for that,
aar and zarawan san zeme, they aan some and

aconp heve, the ypay to aome . we sharge u foe: . 5

i need 3 graded - hare s oundaboct 1o Ngamoowalem Park Policy Details

furn around, Bore water, toifet and bathroom

Mo sampesing o fet. Sisimmrisg i the Aot bive, [ - I

b#s of peas b Gome here. W want o make it Ng Visitor

i e s Mhanagement infrastrustune is needed in MNoamoowalem ta reduce impacts and provide business oppartunities fan Molly Simon at Bubk le Springs, Septembe r 2006
‘here i the cofd weather, drisking, mmoking 0 | Dawawang. The Tive priarity sites are Galjiba (Molly Springs), Sedaba (Valentine Springs). Jaing (Eubble __ ’

y;:: 4tk vhaies i Gleikes Springs), Mayba(thiddle Springs) and Thegooysng (Black Rock Fall). Business opportunities are through minning Jaiying (Bubble Spring<)

2 ";:;f:"’,; e the cam ping/ caravan park at Mo\IySp.rings, and gu\des.fqﬂ visitans at the other sites. The Dawawang need to be \{:")":‘{S":::Z 5'""“_:;:’}?;";‘7:4'"'%3‘3;1%:6"

N . strangly involved in planning and building all these facilities. spaEe Spmsg M D
Galjiba (Molly Springs) : _ here, fruit rees (mejerren,black plum) gloe 1 ree:
Mally Springs should be deve bped os a canping Bandaba (Vdenting Springz) ironwood used for shie ks, boome rang, long spears;
and carauan area and provide business Plicnic fosilities ans nesded of Vaksnt s Springs, e kiding inte mre tive signs, tobles, BBQ, Firewnsd, b ins. parking arsas and toikts. waaprrigtres forhonsy: Leichhardt fres
apportunities for the Deawnweng Bedaba osect fo be Hemain phase for Aangareo aid ems 51 the off days, nos there aopmare. We wed o come hers Fram feanboe (jambeng). Jiiping is ako a story phos

R R Station, walk, a0 voad in Mose days. Smae dreaming plise here, Staries passed dows From our grandFather. Wallinsing, oimerias frees
bath room on fhe rierhere,
* Sokr system for phens for safety, aleo Paela Siron, 15 Sep pember 2006, ab Molyy Springs
colar parmp. lights
*  Sofe unking f rack over the mcks Thegaoyeng {Black Rock Fall)
* Shed for washing olothss, laundry fub Black Rook needs a parking ansa ond pieniz fasilitiss 1oo. Black rock hols is o.dangs rous one for snake dreaming.
i Emwnmm\yfnendly infrastructure, Mally Simon with tourists at Black Rock Fall, Septsmbar 2006
composting toilet
MNorthern side of Nganoowdem
On the northern side of MNgomoounlem, we would ke fo havs a longs r walking 1 il uhere visitars oo hike and camp out ousrmight
This t il might o threugh £rem Button Gog., aleng the narthe m part of the park, through Parry's Lagosn to Gesse Hill community. Ws
would liks 1o plon out the routs, ond the comping Sites, and devslop this il os o business

Mayiba (Midde Springs)

Holly pointing to whe s  parking arsa shoull be
dsuekped.back away from the water
September 2006

Pionio fasilt =5 ors abo needsd ot Mayiba.ond o
parking arca to mavs ps ople back from the water. A
stal hers would bs good with ps opls sslling arts and
crafts, showing tourists howto carve boob nuts and
do other omits

Molly Simon uith tourists of Black Rock Fall,
September 2008

Vil

= AW e Gardi some i get bogged in the wet
Policies

Working Together
Protocols and Meetings
Research Protocols

On -Country Management

T easen, we pilicd ot conple of peaple ourselies

Horen dhoms, Ressled Weketenor Kidds Srings,Juns  Meed fubie mnd sbas here for peoph fo sit dowrs

e wnder the brees. They oo bring their ks here For
swinmby. Rawessshouidbe ivoled, shecking them
aut. Aris mdZraftshere too, carving boab auts,
FPare s Siven, £ Jine 2007, at Moidle Springs

Access Tourisn Busi Devels N, n
Civinoa e e e e e e e
1ving Areads warking again in our Facility ot Wi ilawirram, and link that into eur tourist bushe sse=. e need one of the
Bush Camps and Trips Jounger educated Douwang o run the busiess sk, We i our Dasouang fok g fours nto ll the
vishor sites.
Fire Management People would also lke to dewslop tourism businesses taking psple in to look af Goose Hill Suomp. 4
s tourism bushe ss can also bs devsloped based on the long wak ing trail be tween Buttons Gop and Geoss Hill

Weeds and Pests
Tourism and Yisitation

‘Neamosnalem Rangers

Our Rangers hesd o be st rongly invalusd inmanoghg

Yisitar Management the tourlsm site= in Maamoowalem park . Ws wanf
them to be keeping checking all the sites, kespin

Taurism Business fhernclzm, and picking up the rubbish. They uillnsed
aushiz

Development Rangs r= should b taking the old peaple out on

Natural and Cubural count ry, o leark about the country and hour to manage
it.

Resources

Cultural recording and
education

MNatural and cultural E R, Al > —
resources management S £ o By Ngarmoowslem Access
Cultural site management Iesues:

Qur key access issues are:

o The road info Melly Sprivgs
nesds to be upgradsd To suit
the deve bpment of o canwon
park ond comping ground

o The Middhe Springs bog needs
prope rd rainage

= Mah issus is fo stop people
ge thing bogged -need some
culusrts, bether drainags

@ The rood fo Gaose Hillnesds fo
b all weathsr for our
community and for our tourism
bushssses thers - soms read
upg rard ing may hoppen here os
part of farm deulopment .
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s e o fish with oun i bere ot
#hrs wotenkic o #oc other side, gown
47 i prnctrae o s iy 557 @1
stz 2icle, ot o broars. wrish. fomamnd.
Rower finc's reat near ers.

A R s

Wawoolem and Darram Parks Dawawang Vision

(Packsaddle Creck, Springs and Swamp)

the sarly days. People went bush fo Yirralalem when told te by the authoritiss  the Sscond World War, when theyws s borb ing Wimdham. Ths history of

[ maks sure this areais inchided

Qur vision for the parks
Our goals for these parks ere
1o protect the count ry and manage it
= 1o recagniss our Dawang group for the country
= to racagnise our Dawang nukzas the main one = far running this count ry
= o build our copasity for self-management and ss K-de e mination in running our own ount ry, and the youngs r Deawawang's prids and gon fisnce o
take over from us.

e want 1o run @ fourism business af Yirralakm, our oun business where we can wak through country and tak bout country. W would lis 1o foke psople along
Wawoolem. Pocksaddl Crosk, up 1o Pacsaddis Springs. Al Darran. our mai goal I profect g tho swarp, kesping it as closs 1o refure o possble, and baung
it 0s o sanctuary for the binds fo nest. We'd lke onothe rbusiness vent ure of Darram runn g suroun fours, but il needs board ualks, and bt of planning,
which will take + ims . ¥irrelalsm i more straight foruard, ond more of o priority.

Our cuftural values ond responsibilities for park planming

Bosunuong must oun th park planming, by putting as mush into it o5 posSible, and making i 1o suit their ount ry. Qur gool & g the park as closaly o=
posshile to our oun rules and our own lous. Lsies that need fo be in the plan re about fourism b . fire . wisit and safsty,
ueeds ond pests, cultural recording and sducat ion, Rongs r=, protacals, oral histary, and cultural sites.

Yinralalem is full of sites—camping plases, walk hg tracks, story plazes, cemsterks. Yirralalem & also o plass whe s paop kb used 1o hids out from the palics b

Yirralak'mat that time iz impertont becauss it shows our conne ctions to our count ry befare gardiyn, during first gardiyascoupation—and still going on today.
We ars conoerned that the proposed Wauaokm (Pasksadd s Cresl) eonservation arsa doss not sssm to inchids the Springs—the boundary should bs changed to
Barram & abig bird snctuary for suomphens, magpis gesse and othe rwater birds. We'd like fo really press e it Thers ars bts of dreamngs in the Carr

Bayd Range sall arsund us hers—lemoogeng, (blus tongue lizard)dreaming, gerdan (frilly Izand d reamng), bullant d nsarming, goorrgarr]hg (Fawny frogmouth)
dreaning

Cur priorities

The sole reason ws pushed for the park hers isfo profect our country ond monoge it All ths isaues men fione d aboe are important
One of oun mast inpartant goals is fo have resourses for bush trips with old people and young peaple to do cultural reco rding on count ry.

Tourism is iportant ta us, because thers & ot guing te be arry COEP soen, 30 we havs to hok o ways of mak g ssms sort of incorme. A tourian devslopment
offioer working in DEC ar the M@ Corporation would be good

Ronge s are a Fop priarity—us nead tun, ane on the busikess side and one on the monogement side

-
§ Steps and resources ; }

fe want {0 get started on our fourism busine s and our Rongers, ond get thg out onto country for cultural recarding. W' like fo make surs our raining and d -

smployment st rateqy builds up Miriuwung-Gajerrong peoples” for planning and ather senior park management roles, not just Rangers—DEC's participat isn h the

Mational Indigenauz Cadetshp Prog ram fhrough Depart ment of Enploymient and Warkplace A rrangsments moy provids apportunities far a iiriwuung-Gojermong

plarner +o became qual ified to work for DEC.
We wsecl to wol oo Tevioe av
S | r ,
oo o drgie Sriveing
e rver . We g kg {
Tonor A warefobs i
Bk 7o ger ivgnce., Telive
whar’s med one

Eorramfram Toun B

Rbncy Dy, 6 Jive D07,
Lorvom

vl Jingpemra, Mncy.

iy, Aoiheiw iisgomi in

o cf oo F. e
roblem comarrty, Jine:

o

Policies

Working Together
Protocols and Meetings
Research Protocols

On -Country Management
Access

Living Areas

Bush Camps and Trips
Fire Management
Rangers

Weeds and Pests
Tourism and Yisitation
Vizitor Management
Tourism Business
Development

Natural and Cultural
Resources

Cultural recarding and
education

MNatural and cultural
resources management

Cultural site management

Wawoolem and Darram Park Policy Details  [Bowsokem and Daman Vistor Managemant

Wanoo lem/ Yirralalem and Darran Access Issues: Wanoolem
Tyt et s ey vl s o s e sl
Cur key access issues are: Spring. which needs mprovement. We would also like signage re-established
Rl ikl asd = to bl s sthaveahts i being s e i i o B i e o e G
g it e S E el - aeeT b 4D,
are cance med there may not be enough money for proper
bridges. We want people to shich ta the #rack when #ey wak i and out We want
= Darramaccess is by boat only. e park fo hefp us make apoper traithere 5o tourists don ¥ come into the
commin

Woarmn Ge rrard, 4 June 2007, at Yierallm

Bardegue Hilt

Paople drive up this hill +o warch the sunset, but it laoks out over oun
community and remaves our privacy, Under the Ord Final Agreement, the
area was supposed ta be fenced off 20 peaple didn't go there any mare.

There is @ big cultural site behind BEG Hill for spaar making whioh needs
profection.
Carof Hapke. § June 2007, near farbeque Hill

Darran
At Darram, board walks would need to be constructed for visitors. ond it
could be developed into a bird watching area. with bird hides.

Towsism Bush Davelbp it We larn and Darvrarn
Wawoolem
Wownolem and Darram Rangers For our tounist venturs b s, wa e boking at domg a josnt wentuns with
some pariners. We need o get some eqosial #o get ﬁ‘éz infrastrusiure
Qur Rangers need tobe feeling proud of themselves and what established. Well ke to have artisis workiig  the community lithed o
theyare daing. We den't want the Rangers fo be just picking up the busiess. The man part of oun buisiness would be wak ng through the
rubbizh, country with people, and taliing about #he country

Haren Ge rrard, 4 June 2007, at Yirralalem

ne of the Range rs should be working on the tourism side, and

ane on the management =ide. Pt

Tourist businesses he re would be based onbird watching,
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Fire Management Dawawang Vision

Heien pou oion § Bum, pou go t sarab, poo.san b
A e A
you cant profect Huk country: you-cm? do
pthing on i, T8 fhe bo sce country burnhg
after fhe wet, just be fore Hhis grass gefs
sealfs reatl diy. When itk aoool Fire. This
time of year is net o good e for fghtn
Firesuntil all e Birdks can £ affthe Bafres,
oung ones.

Nowthe grass is foo bng, zan ¥k about Hhe
e i
now; but am b fathorit s stop them)
o Fire makes good ochre—when pou bum
echre. F goes u decper. riher colpur. Another
recon pouneed Fire foo, For Boonang. #hen
Fire goes through naturally and bum Me Frees
nd b= mnd ewerything properiy it makes the

foenan:
Caro/.éwﬁ: & Jime 2007 Vieralakm

Cup vision far fire mancgement

Bawnong shouH burn their oun count ry. The aldar psople willtall and show the youngs r pecpls howrto bum. Dur Rangs rs will ba
e e R

Cur cuftural vabies and responsibilities

Unde £ our lawand culture, only Dawaiwang con burn the ir count ry. Acsarding to our culturs and law, Gove mmsnt paople ars ot
allows d to light fires—anly Dowmuong for that country con light the fires. Ws nesd o burn count ry for cubural reasans. for law.

Firs ispart of our oulturs. Whan ws dont burn it keills part of our sulturs. Ws burn sount ry to gt rid of snakes, and for
walkobout. The Dawnunng have knowledge ahout the timing of firs, and how to do fires in dif farent parts of the ir count ry.

Fire monagement issues of concarn fo us

We are concerned that DEC ars lighting oo many fires, bum kg svery year and ot the wrong time—buming at the oMl tine whsn
animals are bresding. We are also concerned a kot of places an our count ry have grown ather with shrubs and grosses from nat
anough fires.

Authorities hoe brought i big fines to top us burning our count ry. When we don't burn our count ry af the right e when we
want to, late r on very hot Fires come and burh the whoke placs out

Cur proposed sirategies and actions

e nsed 1o burn the country off so our ok rpeople oon recogniss #. W knowDEC havs their oun idsasbout burning count ry
We are ako awnre of issies around health and safsty regulations that affect the app to fire

We ' like to sit down with DEC and tak about burning country. We willput farward our wieus obaut how count ry should be bumt,
DEC shoul put their ideas foruard

The Dawnuang should toke BEE psaplk out an count ry and showthem how to burn it acoard ing to our lawand custom. Hops fully if
we tak us can reoch agresment

Steps and resources

We ' like to start with DEC and ourselves listening to sach ather's approaches ond rules. Ws nesd some trips onta country to do
Fire monagement fogethe r. We wont to come up with some agresd approachss. We also like to share infarmat ion obaut soms
othar uays fo bring Indigenous and science-based approaches fagether

Western Amhem Fire Abatement Praject iz inp knenting Traditional Owne r run fire managsment programs bosed on

scknce.

* Through the Bakanus Tradit ional Knewtedge Revival Pathuny, Trod it knal Ouners ars. implement ing the i burhing
practices on Lokefie i MNational Park

g The Kimbe rley Regional Fire Praject organissd Tradit ional Qune r Firs Cont rol teoms to conduct burning while it was
operating.

You know that piice up Mere. we bin bum Mhere, we
sve them fire men come up behind us. They sap
“don# burn the grass" Chmp secntsy, iy fo top
me umng. i b tellhm we amn bum here, it
weakurowd for hinting

One #ime poobum the grass pousee ol the cathe
coming busk en, camebusk on Hhe green g s,
Sushey. amgarce. Toviey comes bask onfe the
green grass, eatsseeds eafs grasheppers, my

mspats
Nanoy Difos 6 Jine 2007, Yirrataiem

Darrem nee ds Fire protection h Wat area—sfashing it 5o it doesmt ge Faif
Surnt out. Swamp needs fo be profected From Fire,
. il the Bird habitals. bis of quaik md grocnd dwe Hng Birds, thep suffer
with fire. e do need Fo umn butno ! Foo close fo the swmp—Fire needs fo

Be reatly controdfed.
Carof Hepke § Jine 2007, Darram

When that rain first bin some md go. then after that we bourn the

afl the cumbung; goes

Eene raffy round about March,
Janoerry: Febroary, March and April.
Mauch, dori good green gram ok
Feopie oidmen go onting. Bom She
‘grass; cardypart pou dnow: Leng
‘grasspou bum i Map or Jine
March even. ¥WRen the dry stark,
when Jwasworking Mhe statbn, pou
ste alf e catt, pou canb Burn.
The yboen ahamge fhat sofe now:
that kns: Had big mee bg.
pastorafmed, managex, stop ux
burnirg. statien mob fefl usnot fo
burn any more. Station masters
Surn # Memrehes now: helicopter.
i never bum it now; just bum oar
aommon it area.

Tob p Banmnar, af Goomipy, 17
August 2007

sountry. Pesuuse that first ran, he bring everpthing euf of Hhe groond, aif
Fhe worm, and everpthing comes oul, that’s o good for cabtie. Then pou

Burn if. Vowburn Fhe countrp, it just gets rid of e

verpthing.. That grass

wilBe fittle b green. Then when $he rah come, Hhat grass il green

encugh, and it hoids the. it can stop eresion,

Mesle Carter, Mingh g 23 Jofy 2007 (reaentfy burnt somtry af Mng)

for moch sarb,
amn b hinowe this
aountry.

Bl
Barsbe srm,
Avgost 2087

Erassbeen gro

Sheba Dignars,

e can t see fim

o Fig fox.
i

foen grow: Afl the trees
Seen'grow; Barrberrm
Jook difFerent now:

Barrferrm 21 August
207

we

w: trees

Erass been bum for speaiul rerons. Yeh 2oan em .
Animais andd everpthig sm be k. Comisy boiimg
aftes, finds

Thedne Binah, Mingbing, 23 Jufp 2007

Sakmanda. Goose HFL norkh of
Mmook

i (e been fof oz} bum at
Goosz Hifl Fie brigade telius we
can Fbumn,

Margaret Moore, Goose Hill 8 Jine
2007

Lumn mp phize, Burm the g s
e sop Moose, Goose bl B Jine
2007

Sk es and gownas got e eggs
nows pou have fo be sareful with
Fire. Shkes are aff right i fires.
They inowhow fo gef oot of the wiy.
e bum fo muke grass green for
limgaroos. e dght Frres around
Wirsjileurm. W mh e sure ve
sk o first amund o7 soker plmt
and house sv those $hings donk
atah on fire. Then e bum the

sz, P i Simon, 8 Jime 2067
amoowetleen.

i e vons et
read, Juns 200

Rangers can bumn the park, Daveng e
assit. We need to e bum g the
country ofF o ste where ai the off
roads are, i 5o e o ber peopk cm
recognive ¥, speciady the oifer women
when thep go back. WE need fo fght
Fires for hunting gomna Kangaroe, ard
turkep. they oome bazk for
grasshappers on e newshoots
Skephanie Boomb. at Coonuipip, 17
August 2007, pictures wih Adce
Boomb i and Scot Eoodzon
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Cultural
recording
and
education

Natural and Cultural Resources

Dawawang Vision

Policy topic

Vision

Values and
responsibilities

Issues of concern
to us

Qur proposed
strategies and
actions

Steps and
resources

Cultural recording
and education

All MG children and
people to know their
own language, their
own cuffure and
country, including all
the sites, tracks and
stories

We have a strong
responsibility tokeep
our knowledge of
culture, language and
low strong To look
after country

Loss of cutrural
knowledge by the
voung generations,
Cultural recording
that is not under our
confrol does not
benefit us,

Bush frips, cuttural
resources like books
and videas,
Protection of our
intellectual property.

Start with o workshop
to look at different
systems for cultural
recording used by
Balkanu, NAILSMA,
Abariginal Rainforest
Council, Uluru,
Jennifer Field,
Languoge and Culture
Centre and others,

Natural and
cultural resource
management

Look after allthe
bush tucker, bush
medicine and all the
important places for
these

Important bush
tucker includes fish,
turkey, magpie geese,
snake, blue-tongue,
crab, bush tomat oes,
bush oranges and many
others

Many plants and
animals are not as
plentiful as they used
ta be, Examples
include emu,
kangaroo, magpie
geese, flying fox,
turkeys, echidna,
dingn, pine trees and
mare,

Restore the country.
Collect seeds and
replant, Start a
botanical garden,

We need mare
discussion to ident ify
the best ways to
start bringing our
plants and animals
back onto our country,

Cultural site
management

Allour stary places,
camping places,
cemeteries, walking
tracks and ather sites
recorded by us and
the information used
by us for management
and protection of
these sites

Knowledge of story
places and sites, and
the responsibility for
profection and
management, eomes
through your
connection to counfry

Mine buitt on astone
tool site,

Sites of massacres in
the shooting times
need special
recognition,

We need to develop
maps for use in park
planning with rules for
the Rangers to use,

Cuttural mapping and
recording syst ems
under our control, as
discuszed above.
Through the
recording,
appropriate
managemert act ions
will be ident ified.

Bush tucker and bush medicine

Cultural site
management
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Bush camps
and trips

On-Country Management Dawawang Vision

Living areas

Policy topic Vision Values and Issues of Our proposed Steps and
responsibilities  |concern to us strategies and  |resources
actions
Access All-year around accass |We have o visit our  |Wewant to be free | All parks need aroad  [Weneed to start with
t0 our parks, courtryand beonour | from arguments with  |and access strateqy  [an ascess strategy for
communities. and any | count ry to keep it State or pastoralists | Gee separate posters  |all the parks. and then
tourism businesses we: | healthy. about aseess: need good | for each park) work on priarities for
are running on our roads so don't get getting resources for
parks bogged. the upgrading
Living areas All our bawawang are | Living areas free from | Living area mainky Work with the Jwore diseussion and
able to spend time on  |aleohol and drugs, for [needed for Jemardi | corporation ar planning work needed
our count ry to look ur young peaple s Winingit. Meed toget |Ningbing and identify  |within Dawang groups
after and fulfillour  |future and our own well- | Minghing Communityup | possible living arsanear |and with DEC dbout how
ohligations. We need to |being. Many parks have [and running. Bush camps | Point Springs. communities can work in
be dble to live nearby to |communities nearby  |needed af Goomivig and with park management
our parks. fsee draft plan) that  |other parks
can work in with park
management
Bush camps and | Our visionis forbush | wie need strong #hain barriers for us fo | Keep doing bush camps. | Plan out some bush
Gie camps and trips with all |connect ion with country [organise bush eanps is | Build some facilities |camps and 1rips far
our bavawang tobe 1o lock after it lak of resources and | including bough sheds, [ each of our bawang
cent ral in our park properly. Spending lack of acesss. Old toilet s, Tanks, paths 1o |groups every year
management. time o country is best |people need some simple |mae sure our old
waytostart working | facilities people arz comfortable
with DEC, and educating on bush camps.
our children
Rangers Should be part of the | Wark on eultural Two-way training, both | Sez separate posters | An agreed training and

Dawawang for each
park. Need o know
cultural business as well
as gordiyn side

matters, also
controlling weeds.,
monitoring. Rangers
also oan be involved
with managing visitar
sites and falking with
tourists

gardiya ared Mhir iuwung-
Bajerrong eultural side,
on-country as well o in
clossroom.

for Ranger st rategies
on each park

employment strategy is
needed to get the
Rangers going

Weeds and feral
animals

Country fres from
problems causad by
intraduced weeds and
feral nimals

Cont rol methods that
it our cultural valuss
Ervirontent ally
Friendly ways of
menaging weeds - no
mare chemical poisaning
Jike what happened with
Mgoarburr, Mo
unnecessary killing of
caitle, horses and
denkeys

Ahission grass, mimesa,
salvinia

Care toad

wild dogs

Donkeys

Cattle, cats

Awezd and feral mimal
st rateqy for each park,
desigred with the
Dawawarg. Immediate
act ion on part icular
problems

bevelop astrategy for
each park, working in
with the Natural
Resource Management
officer based at M&
Corporation, and of her
relevant government
staff.

Fire management

See separate poster

See separate poster

See separate poster

See separate poster

See separate poster
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Tourism and Visitation Dawawang Vision

G

CSIRO

e vision for visitors

Gardipwond other wisitors are welcome to enjoy our country. Visitors have a responsibility ta respect our country and to respect
Dawwang and aur livhg arsos whik they are here. Visitors nesd to be kept safs whik they are an our country.

Cup cultural values ond respansibilities for visitors

Donsnang have  responst i for boking ftor count v snd onypesplo vt ngon thoir sountry. Undor our e, uisttors mist have
malyab of mantho, uater from or protect ion. We con is for svaryons, so the rs has to be a strong focus on visitor
safaty. Wisitor management and sofety nesd to go hand-in-hand with tourist business development by Dausung

Some placss can' ba shown 1o wisitars. Wisitors are allowsd +o take photos of our cauntry, but net art on rocks whih is goagbeng,
Forbiddan by low:. Peop b nesd o osk pamission bafors taking photes of rock art. Visitars need pe mission to paint count ry

Visftor mancgement issues

Jhany uisitors do not respect our country. Damage is caused by people taking sand, toking poperbark from tress, digging up plants,
riding motorh ikes thmugh cresks, leaving rubb sh, get ting bagged and messing up our ra

Wisitors need oduics on dangs s animak. and ohout p hises uhere they ar supposed to suim and p kizes whers they are not supposed
to swim. Wisitars somet ime's go into coves and cultural sihes where they are not supposed fo be

Water catchmants nesd to be protected from visitor impast—Facilitiss are needed =0 visitors are not woshing their plates in the mek
hoks, and polluting them.

Fropased visitor management sirategies and actions
Pere bz Siman goint i o pragosed site for

camavan perk, Gafiiba Molly Sorings) Strategies for visito » managament includs:
rotoco i—hfamation about tourist destinat ions shouldn't be distributed without Dawawang permission
Sign

Tinig of wisiters

St rustu res—t raskes, Fables, Tolets, parking arsos o d raw oars auny from the water

Education

Steps and resources
We hous dooumented our man p riorities for wisito rmanogement. Specifiopbns for sash park ond sash site, approved by the Daunng,
are needed befors we start any construction. Partieipatary planning is really important far all this infrast rusturs.

e vision for fouriem

Gurvision is for Duwawang fo ran wlfthe fourism on the purks. Rangers shoukd be part of ous tourism busiesses AR toorim
Busine sves on ourpanksneed fo managed s that profection of e nafural and'cuuralvalies of the pari=come fist.

Gur culturo! volues and responsibilities for visitars
Wile walus touriem opportunities highly o tourim businesses can be run from our communities and prouide us with independence from
gowernment support ond welfare. Tourism oon provide an inooms 0s the basis for self-management ond ss If dete rminat in

Tourism fsues
Aboriginl our guiles hould be Dawwsng from that coantry. Current by thers are busasses wha s Aboiginal four quides ore et
on their own count ry L]

W need a kot of assetoncs and resources to buik up our foursm businesses. Funding te start fourism businesses & not part of the
fund hg v havs for joint managament out of the Ord Final Agresment. W need to unde retond how we can access help for our
tourist businssses.

Currently many tourists are ceming anto our count ry without any benef it o us. Wa need mre information obout howDEC manages
tourism, inzlud ng how permite are issusd and what happens to income from teurism. Tourism anrangement s for our parks need fo
toks account of our freshold title under the parks. The rokes and rasponsib lities of the M@ Comparation. our PBES ond our Trusts
nead to be clearly spslt out

Proposed fourism sirategies and actions

Gatting establishment of the wisitor fasilit ies ond management outlined in the prewious saction is really important for our fourism
busing sees. W s expe rtiss 1o he b us with tourism puin g, ond with resourees fo gt our bushesses going. We ars intsrested
in partns rehips

Mally Siman with tourists at Blask Rock Fall,
Septembar 2006

W need tourismbusiness plans—a plan for sash area, and a.big phin to netwnrk all the tourist businssses. & planning warcshop would
be 0 good way tostart. buf we need ongoing assistance . Wa need to undsrstand what rok the parks can and connot play in teurism
development. ond th rok= of all our MB corparations.

A tourism dee kprent office  n the S Corporunon would be useful. MG Carporat ion hos started support ng the Yirraklem
Community with planning an far their P

Wiz also nead to identify how we ars going fo melce sure all the fourist businesses alkued on the park are nat domaging natu ral nd
cultural values. We will nesd o permif system ospart of the managsment p

Steps and resaurces

W ried fo start by unds rstanding how DEC usually monagss tourism and gues out permits, and what hoppens 1o the meney from

tourism. The roles and responsibilities of the MG Corporation, our PBCs and our Trustsneed fo be considensd alongside the usual
DEC prosssses. From thess First tun steps, us oan devslop our processes, nokiding how Daunngang con gat permission fo oparate
tourist businesses on our parks.

A bt of planning and business devslopment work & needed for our oun businesses—not just to gt usstarted but to assit us oll
ahing as s growrand manage our tourism busnessss. We ceull start by idsnt ifyng the roles of varieus organisations to essist us in
tourizm dove bpmont. Some useul roswurces for busness dew pment nokido

Stepp b Stones far Tourim, atourism development program for Indigenous commun fies—hold g a warkehop for ¥irmalalem
in Octobe

Littk Fish. a specialist Aboriginal busine s= dvelopment consultoncy firm.

ikl Tours Py L. the o awns d company uhich runs allmest ol he zomme rcl acivites nthe Nkl park
Ecotrust, an emerging argon isat b fo ossii Friend  business 4

Jhany tourksm business deve bpment programs n guua rnment

Th raks of M5 Carporation and DEC are alsa mportont

|[1] Mare dissussion nesded of this point

Mayiba (Midde Springs)

ol pointing o whe re o parking area shoul be
deus bped back auy From the wae
Seplenber 2006

e el
m the Tawama Spoledog @ Sacety, and were cplaing

st lot of visitors drive past Mijing Conseruation Park to Cops Dommett

Inte mrstive signags is inportant for visitar management
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Protocols, Roles and Meetings
Our vision far pratocols

Our vision is o have aur protacols, aur rules far consultation and decision-m oking about the parks. clearly laid aut and followed
by everyone. W would also like 0 have a clear unde nstanding of the roles and responsibilities of all the different qroups
inwlved in the joint management arrangements—the M5 Corporation, our other o rganisations (lke the MG Trustees Pty Ltd
which will hold our freehald title), 2EC, the Regional Park Council. and the Park Sub-Councils. Qur vision is for meetings to be
plazes whe re our decision making processes and our ways of doing business come to the front.

Our valves and responsibilities for protecals

A1l the decisions in the park need aur free prior informed consent, Bach Lawang group has slightly different rules for how
descisions ar made i Hhe in group, We nesd o falls the mles insach grop, Sometines e discussions in our qroup nesd o
g0 on for a while befare a decision can be made,

The Grd Final Agreement lays aut in general terms the rales of M Corporation, M& Trustess Pty Ltd, DEC, the Regional Park.
Council and the Park Sub-Counsils in our conservation areas. These roles and responsibilities are very important to us because
it took  lang time far us fo reach agreement with the WA Government, and we put a lot of thought info the arrangements,

Protocal issuas of concern #o us

Protocals need o cove r processes for letting people know when they wart to come arta our country for meetings. We are
tined of people just arriving, and trying 1o get peaple fan the day, inte mupting what we are doing.

The pratosols alss need 1o saver the mles of the Dawawang, the Park Counsil, G Comaration and BEC in des ision-making,
building on the general agresments laid out in the OFA. Some clear protocols for resobving conflicts within and between all
these groups ane resded,

Wewant to moke sure that all the agresments made in the Ond Final Agreement about our conservation parks are followed
properly. e need to follow agreed processes that we understand. According to the agreement, DEC has to consult with the
Regional Park Council about budgets. This consultation needs to be done in a way that we con understand, Sometimes meetings
that are run gardiva-style are hard for us o follow—we want mestings that respeet our culfural processes.

Our proposed sirategies and octions

Wewauld | ke one big protocal to cower all the parks, and a speeial pratoca| for each of the parks. We need mare discussion
how to develop our protocals, and what should be in them, The OFA is an impartant starting point,

Pant of the protocal siould be ahout how fo hald Park Cauneil meetings. We'd ke o discuss the use of Kniol ihirusung and
English language at the meetings. Some of the meeting time should be sent in smallen groups.

We like the idea af Nitmiluk whe re all the Jawoyn people on the Baard get together the day before 1o go through all the issues
on the agenda. We need tine o think about things before baing asked ta make a decision on them . We should go out and visit
plazes that we are mak ing decisions about,

We would like to put together alist of names of elders o contast for meetings for BEC business.

Steps and resources

The first step willbe to agree on a process o develop our protocals, including for conflict resalution, which might include some
workshops. Some resources that might he lp our workshop discussions include:

= Free prior and infamed consent processes in parks—Toni Bauman's research From M luk,

« Nitmiluk Board meeting processes—inchuding p re-mee tings, field inspections.

Rescarch Protocols

Cur visbn for research
L e
their research oz much as possible, We would alzo like to conduct our own research.

COurr vakies and responsibilities for research
We suppart peaple coming on to our countiy o canmy out ressanch, bt ey also need to show repect fon
e e

Research issues of concarn to us

Wie: are concerned that we don't know ahout the resaarch being condusted on our country, e are also
concerned obout people going on to our sacred sites and cubturally sersitive places. We are al= conce red
that researchers don't let us know what they have found out—sometimes infomation gets passed onta othens
without us even getting acopy of the report. In the past researche rs have token information from us without
returning any benefit to the community, We don't want that to happen again.

Cur own priarity is fan reseanch that strengthens our cultural knowledge, fon example our knowledge of bush
medicine.

Cur proposad strategies and actions

We would like researchers fo seek our permission before going onto the parks, The #& Corparation should
inelude information on thein web-site for researche s leting them know that theyneed fo contact us before
Starting thein reszarch, We would ke a copy of all the ressarch reports,

We would like Traditional Gwners ta be paid fo go out anto country to work with researchers, Researchers
should irchide Traditional Ownen payments in their budgsts when they ars applying far nessanch qrants, Cun
young people can leam on the job with researche rs in the Field

Fes e progeons ot b varediines oo btk i ol vergreiy e
Steps and resources

We need to develop research protacols far aur parks. We could start by collesting othe r research protocols—
for example from the Lesert Knowledge CRC. ar from other jaint-managed parks.
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