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ABSTRACT. Joint management of protected areas is promoted in many countries around the world. It is
considered a means to provide local communities, including indigenous people, with recognition of their
cultural practicesin the use and management of the natural resourceswithin aprotected area, whileworking
together with governments to achieve conservation goals. However, implementation of effective joint
management has often been difficult because capacities and expectations among partners differ. Here we
explore the potential of using a participatory monitoring and evaluation approach as a means of not only
agreeing among partners on the objectives of joint management but also of measuring progress toward
those objectives. In particular, we first describe the process used to develop criteria and indicators for
measuring joint management effectivenessof aprotected areaintheNorthern Territory, Australia, involving
the park’s Aboriginal Traditional Owners, their legal representatives, government, and researchers. We
then analyze the process of applying a participatory approach to developing indicators and its contribution
to improving equity among the partners. We consider the effectiveness of a participatory process within
the context of the relationships, capacities, skills, communication, and cross-cultural information sharing.
We found that at the early stages of joint management, the partners mostly identify process indicators
related to human and social capital assets. Cross-cultural engagement in the early stages of the monitoring
and evaluation cycle is challenged by issues relating to communication, institutional and community
capacities, representation, and flexibility inwaysof working together whilelearning by doing. Weconclude,
however, that a participatory monitoring and evaluation approach in which partners agree equally on the
identification of criteria and indicators to measure agreed management outcomes has the potential of
improving equitable participation, decision making and working relationships, which in turn will lead to
improved park management effectiveness and community outcomes.

Key Words. adaptive management, evaluation, indigenous people, joint management, management
effectiveness, monitoring, participation, partnership, protected areas

INTRODUCTION

Joint management (sometimes referred to as
comanagement, participatory management, or
collaborative management) between state authorities
and local people is a relatively well-recognized
management approach to reconcile cultural and
biodiversity conservation in protected areas (White
et a. 1994, Davies et a. 1999, Lawrence 2000,
Smyth 2001, Carlson and Berkes 2005, DeK oninck
2005, Plummer and Arai 2005, Berkes 2009).
Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2007:69) define joint
management as* apartnership by whichtwo or more

relevant social actors collectively negotiate, agree
upon, guarantee and implement a fair share of
management functions, benefitsandresponsibilities
for a particular territory, area or set of natural
resources’. Underlying this is the moral argument
that conservation goals should contribute to, rather
than conflict with, basic human needs (Mahanty et
al. 2007).

Considerabl e attention has been given to therole of
local and traditional knowledge in conservation
(Berkes and Turner 2005, Ross et al. 2009) and yet
indigenous people are till struggling to find arole
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in protected area (PA) decision making processes
and management actions (Jaireth and Smyth 2003)
and to effectively manage their land together with
park management agencies. Joint management
between Government agencies and Aboriginal
Traditional Owners can be seen from two different
cultural perspectives. the western and the
indigenous perspective. Traditional Owners are
defined as*“local descent group of Aboriginalswho
have common spiritua affiliations to a site on the
land...and are entitled by Aboriginal tradition to
forage as of right over that land” (Aborigina Land
Rights Northern Territory Act 1976, Australia: Part
1, Section 3).

Fromthe Aboriginal perspective, joint management
iIS a process associated with community
development in which the aim of control over their
traditional landsis mainly driven by the need for a
stronger cultural identity and self-determination,
while from the government perspective, joint
management is primarily a means to achieve
conservation goals (Lawrence 2000). Rarely,
however, have shared objectives within these
different perspectivesbeenidentified and agreed by
the partners or been followed by an assessment of
their achievement.

Evaluation of management effectiveness of
protected areas has been encouraged by different
international fora, suchastheWorld ParksCongress
in 1992 and 2003, and the Convention on Biological
Diversity Conference of the Parties of 2004, and
most contemporary natural resource management
programs or projects requireinbuilt monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) to provide greater accountability,
adaptive management, and social learning
(Mahanty et al. 2007). There is a fast growing,
burgeoning literature on the positive contribution
made by collaborative or participatory monitoring
and evaluation (PME) for natural resource
management systems. In these examples concepts
and approaches of comanagement (collaboration)
and adaptive management (learning by doing) have
been merged and applied to assist managers and
communitiesto deal with, and learn from, complex
ecological and socia management systems
(Armitage 2003, Olsson et a. 2004, Berkes 2009).
This literature has included specific habitats such
asforests (Fernandez-Gimenez et a. 2008, Setty et
al. 2008); governance dimensions of comanagement
(Cundill and Fabricius 2010); and tourism in PAs
(Plummer and Fennell 2009), demonstrating
contributions in partner capacity development,

Ecology and Society 16(3): 9
http://www.ecol ogyandsociety.org/vol 16/iss3/art9/

knowledge sharing through learning by doing, and
trust building between stakeholders as part of a
social learning process (Berkes 2009).

However, most protected area assessment tools
focus on biodiversity outcomes achieved by
government managed protected areas while
recommending participation of local stakeholders
intheassessment (Hockingset al. 2006). Thesetools
provide little guidance on how to assess co-
management when partners share management
authority and have different cultural backgrounds
(Cundill and Fabricius 2009). Monitoring and
evaluation of environmental management, including
protected areas, thus tends to be narrowly focused
on what the management wants to achieve
(outcomes) rather than how the management
arrangements work (Bellamy et a. 2001) and
whether the institutional arrangements themselves
are functioning effectively (processes) (George et
al. 2004, Ross et al. 2004, Plummer and Armitage
2007). For instance joint management is a
responsibility shared between Aboriginal Traditional
Owners and government agencies for achieving
both environmental, and social and cultural
outcomes (Northern Territory Parks and Wildlife
Conservation Act 2005, Australia) covering al
aspects of protected area management from
governanceto on-the-ground, day-to-day activities.
To achievethisrequiresgood working relationships
among the partners and consideration of cross-
cultural communication processes for making
decisionstogether (Robinson et al. 2006). It follows
that monitoring and evaluating jointly managed
protected areas should assess not only the
biophysical outcomes but the social, cultural and
economic outcomes as well as the partnership
arrangements and processes linked to the interests
and rights of the partners (Bauman and Smyth
2007). Furthermore, the majority of evaluation
frameworks for adaptive comanagement do not
providepractical assistanceabout how toimplement
them in a collaborative way (Cundill and Fabricius
2009).

Participatory monitoring and evaluation and
joint management

In principle, joint management embraces concepts
of equitable participation, decison making and
working together. Thisimpliesthat not only would
the management be participatory but so too should
the monitoring and evaluation. Participatory
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monitoring and evaluation (PME) hasbeentried, in
various forms, in many circumstances outside
Australia (Abbot and Guijt 1998, Campbell et al.
2001, Campbell and Shackleton 2001, Moller et al.
2004, Mahanty et a. 2007, Evans and Guariguata
2008, Cundill and Fabricius 2010) but has received
limited attention in Australian indigenous contexts
(Davies et a. 1999) or with regard to jointly
managed protected areas (George et al. 2004, Ross
et al. 2004) in which indigenous people and
government agencies share equal responsibilities
for theprotection and conservation of national parks
and nature reserves. The principle of PME isthat it
can be used to empower loca communities to
analyze their own problems (Pretty and Vodouhe
1997, Estrella et a. 2001, Zukoski and Luluquisen
2002, Elwood 2006) by defining indicators,
collecting indicator data, and analyzing the
emerging data through learning by doing (Estrella
et a. 2001, Fernandez-Gimenez et a. 2008). Both
PME and joint management require that key
stakeholders are included effectively in the
monitoring and evaluation process (O'Sullivan
2004, Timko and Satterfield 2008) and that the
powerful (inthiscasethe park managers) arewilling
to incorporate the powerless (in this case the
indigenous people) into the evaluation process
(Gubaand Lincoln 1989, Mathie and Greene 1997,
Estrellaet al. 2001, Fetterman 2001).

Monitoring and evaluation generally use a set of
criteria and indicators to measure performance in
natural resource systems. In this study we define
monitoring as checking things you or someone else
does over time by collecting information regularly
about indicatorson how thingsaregoing. Theresults
help to measure changes and progress toward
objectives or outcomes; evaluation is defined as
learning, analyzing and discussing what has
happened during a period of time, and how these
lessons can help to improve actions for a similar
period in the future (Mahanty et al. 2007).

Natural resource management monitoring programs
have been criticized as being too quantitative, with
too many indicators, thus becoming unworkable
(Mahanty et al. 2007). Questions have been raised
about whether PME is too soft, too qualitative, and
too process oriented (Freedman 1998). But such
gualitative and participatory approaches to
monitoring and eval uation are often the only means
available for assessing the quality of partnerships
and relationships between stakeholders, capacities
to carry out management, and satisfaction with
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social and cultural outcomes (Guijt 2007, Mahanty
et a. 2007, Sayer et a. 2007, Setty et a. 2008).
Applying a PME approach for joint management
thus faces a tension between selecting and
measuring criteria and indicators of biological
outcomesfrom management, and more community-
based qualitative indicators of cultural and social
achievements. A key factor for community-based
indicators has been ease of use and their capacity to
influence management (Reed et al. 2008). Use of
participatory methodologies helps communities to
develop indicators that are meaningful to them and
can beimplemented in an adaptive learning process
(Ritchie et al. 2000, Reed et al. 2005, Reed et al.
2008). In the case of joint management,
development of indicators by both the members of
the community (Aboriginal Traditional Owners)
and staff from the management agency makesit less
likely that the monitoring system will be left out of
the decision making process (Garcia and Lescuyer
2008).

Participatory monitoring and evaluation democratizes
and enriches the assessment of a program
(Freedman 1998, Jackson and Kassam 1998),
providing equal opportunities for Aboriginal
Traditional Owners (bottom-up approach) and
government agencies (top-down approach) to agree
onindicatorsthat can satisfy both partners. Leaving
the monitoring system to local communities has
proven to be unsuccessful (Garcia and Lescuyer
2008) and capacities and skills often need to be
transferred if the partners involved in joint
management are to be sufficiently prepared and
skilled to participate effectively (Gubaand Lincoln
1989). However, asimpletransfer from one partner
to the other can emphasize the power disparity,
necessitating support from outside sources and an
independent facilitator (Evans and Guariguata
2008).

Issues related to the willingness of participants to
takepartinevaluationsareimportant considerations
as well. The willingness of stakeholders to
participate in evaluation processes or express
disagreements could be affected by fear of
retaliation from those within the program who
possess legal and/or institutional authority,
especialy when dealing with programs that are
politically sensitive (Mathie and Greene 1997).
Other stakeholders might be unwilling even to
acknowledge another party’s legitimate role or to
make agreements with them (O'Faircheallaigh
2002). In Austraia the willingness of Aboriginal
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people to participate in planning has been
diminished by decades of denial of access to, and
recognition of, traditional land and cultural rights
(Smyth 2001).

The concept of participation has been put into
practice in many natural resource management
programsthrough the establishment of partnerships,
especially cross-sectoral partnerships, connecting
public, private, and other civil sectors(Eversoleand
Martin 2005, Swartling and Forrester 2010). We
will describethe context of joint management inthe
Flora River Nature Park in the Northern Territory,
Australia, whichinvolvesapartnership betweenthe
Northern Territory Parks and Wildlife Service and
Wardaman Traditional Owners belonging to the
country in which the park is situated.

The ultimate purpose was to assess the joint
management effectiveness through the participatory
development of criteria and indicators and thus
establish abaselinefor futureeval uations. Although
in thisresearch we did establish abaseline, herewe
will focus on the participatory approach used in
Flora River park, in particular, the methods and
processesusedtoidentify thecriteriaandindicators.
We aso describe the degree to which the
participatory approach to develop the criteria and
indicators with the partners affected the capacities
and confidence of individuals and groups to
participate in planning and in the formal decision
making processes of joint management. We discuss
the relevance of the indicators, the capacities of the
partners to participate in joint management
activities and the usefulness of aflexible “learning
by doing” approach in cross-cultural situations.

TheFloraRiver (Giwining) Nature Park:
Cultural, natural and joint management
context

Australia s experience of joint management began
in the late 1970s in the Northern Territory (NT) as
a mechanism to provide recognition of land rights
to indigenous people while simultaneously
providing a way to conserve the natural resources
of that landinthenational interest (Rosset al. 1994).
Based on the 2005 Northern Territory Joint
Management Agreement (currently inreview as per
July 2011) between the NT Government Parks and
Wildlife Services(fromnow on Parks) and theLand
Councils as legal representatives of traditional
Aboriginal land owners, the Wardaman people and
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Parksagreed on aplanning processto developaplan
of management for Flora River Nature Park. The
Northern Land Council (NLC) has a statutory
responsibility and actsin relation to the aspirations
of indigenous people in the northern part of the
Northern Territory. The Parksand Wildlife Service
IS the state department with the responsibility for
managing parks.

The plan is the result of various meetings on the
park in which the partners agreed on the future
directionsto its day-to-day management, including
the identification of management outcomes against
which monitoring and evaluation could be carried
out. The plan translates the aspirations of the
Wardaman people to share with the public the
cultural and natural significance of their traditional
country. For Aboriginal people “country” refersto
their ancestral l1ands for which they are responsible
and phrases such as “on country” are used to refer
to activities on such land.

The Northern Territory joint management initiative
launched in 2005identified, among other things, the
importance of establishing a monitoring and
evauation framework whereby Parks and
Wardaman Owners could determine the degree of
progress in joint management actions in the park.
The Flora River Nature Park was selected to test a
participatory monitoring and evaluation approach,
the results of which could later be replicated and
applied at all 27 jointly managed parksin the NT.

The Flora River Nature Park (7,824 hectares) lies
within the lands of the Wardaman people of the
Victoria River District. The north and south-west
portions of the Park are bordered by Wardaman
Aboriginal land, owned by the Yubulyawun
Aboriginal Land Trust and Djarrung Aboriginal
Corporation. ThePark islocated 120 km south-west
of Katherine (see Figure 1).

The park, which is named Giwining by Wardaman,
contains many sites of significance to the
Wardaman, particularly withintheriverinearea, and
many of these have been registered under the
Northern Territory Aborigina Sacred Sites Act of
1989. Wardaman connection with the land
comprises a complex set of traditional rights,
benefits, obligations, and responsibilities. Wardaman
people inherited this land from their ancestors and
have the responsibility under their lore to care for
their country. Storiesand traditions, sacred sitesand
related “ dreaming” (spiritual beliefs and associated
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Fig. 1. Location of FloraRiver Nature Park (source: Natural Resources, Environment, The Arts and

Sports, Parks and Wildlife Commission 2011)
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The park contains a diversity of savannah and
associated habitats but the main feature has aways
been the Flora River and associated springs. It
attracts around 1,200 visitors each year. Currently
thereare no tour operatorswithin the park, but there
aresomeopportunitiesfor cultural and nature-based
tour operations (Natural Resources, Environment,
The Arts and Sport, draft Flora River Joint
Management Plan July 2010, unpublished
manuscript).

The park isjointly managed with the Parks district
office in Katherine which has approximately 12
staff, including administration. This office has two
Wardaman rangers contracted part-time to work at
the Park, an arrangement requested by the
Wardaman rangers themselves. Other Aboriginal
people, particularly Wardaman, are hired under
short term contracts to carry out specific works to
assist the management of the park. These short term
contracts are part of Parks flexible employment
program which aims to encourage Aborigina
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people to assist in managing the parks and also
provide opportunities for them to gain experience
and skillsin different park management activities.

METHODS

We used Participatory Action Research (PAR)
(Greenwood et a. 1993, Kemmis and McTaggart
2005) to procure the equitable contribution of all
partners in the development and application of
indicators and to generate positive changes through
the research (Coghlan and Brannick 2005). The
research brought together concepts of management
effectiveness of protected areas (Hockings et al.
2006) managed jointly in a cross-cultural
environment, using a participatory monitoring and
evaluation (PME) approach as atool to strengthen
the partnership (Sayer et al. 2007), and adapting to
changes while co-learning by co-doing (Ross et .
2004). All phases of the project required facilitated
participation followed by avalidation of all outputs
and outcomes.

The phases and methods used to develop the
indicators and the participatory monitoring and
evaluation framework used inthisproject areshown
inFigure 2. Wefocushere on the preparation phase,
and anticipate reporting on research resultsfrom the
outcomes of the application of the monitoring and
evaluation framework to other parksinthe Northern
Territory at alater date. Weheld aseriesof meetings
with partnersto agree on the participatory approach,
the joint management outcomes, criteria, and
indicators to be monitored and later, training of
partnersto carry out the baseline assessment. These
activities were conducted during 2007-2008 as part
of the development of the Flora River park plan of
management. There were three types of
multipartner meetings held: more formal office-
based meetings between partners and their
representatives (e.g. Parks, Land Council on behalf
of Wardaman Owners, and Charles Darwin
University-CDU); facilitated workshops either in
an office-based setting, and/or in more informal
open-air surroundings at the Flora River park, the
latter usually involving greater numbers of people
from all partner groups.

Standard participatory methods, such assmall focus
groups and in some cases separate stakeholder
groups, with an emphasis on oral and visual tools
to aid discussions, were used to engage al partners.
At the larger meetings since there were Aboriginal
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peoplepresent withlimited English, wherepossible,
discussions were held in both English and the local
language, with Aboriginal participants translating
for each other. These meetings also tended to
involve Aboriginal men, women, and children.
Field researchers (facilitators) and staff from the
NorthernLand Council, including ananthropol ogist
assisting with Aboriginal engagement at some
meetings, were experienced in Wardaman cultural
practices and protocols. The selection of
representatives of the Wardaman was determined
by the Land Council staff who were aso largely
responsiblefor providing transport, meals, and daily
fee paymentsto Traditional ownersto participatein
meetings and workshops. For the Wardaman, pre-
meeting sessions were conducted by the Land
Council officer toclarify thecontent to bediscussed.

Observations by researchers on the relationships,
empowerment, capacities, skills, communication,
and information sharing processes among partners
were recorded during the research. The Charles
Darwin University (CDU) authors of this paper
were contracted by the partners as facilitators to
develop a participatory monitoring and evaluation
process and undertakethe activitiesdescribed in the
preparation phase (Figure 2). Their role involved
applying principles and methods of participatory
action research in the identification of indicators,
and enabling the participation of partners in the
process, provision of advice, information on best
practices and approaches in protected area
management, recording the information produced
and communicating this to all partners for
validation. Under the Joint Management agreement
inthe NT, the partners are required to implement a
ME processinall parksand are empl oyed to support
joint management activities.

Two frameworks were used to classify the agreed
criteria and indicators: the World Commission on
Protected Areas management effectiveness framework
(Hockings et a. 2006) in which indicators are
classified according to six different elements of the
protected area management cycle (context,
planning, inputs, process, outputs, and outcomes);
and the capital assets framework which assesses
trendsinfiveso-called capital assets: natural capital
(biodiversity, ecosystem services), human capital
(health, education, skills), social capital (institutional
arrangements), physical capital (infrastructure and
built assets), and financial capital (money and funds
available) (Sayer et a. 2007).
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Fig. 2. Participatory monitoring and evaluation process (adapted from Hockings et a. 2006)
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RESULTS
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Over aperiod of 11 monthsfrom May 2007 to April
2008, fivedraftsof thejoint management outcomes,
criteria, and indicators for Flora River were
developed. A final version, which incorporated
outcomes, criteria, indicators and means of
verification, datacollection, and responsibility, was
agreed upon by partners after a joint review
conducted with all partners at Flora River park. At
the first meeting held at Flora River, five outcomes
of joint management and roughly 50indicatorswere
suggested. Thepartnersreviewed thelist and onthat
basis the number of indicators was reduced. The
expectations of Parks, the Northern Land Council
and Wardaman for the criteria and indicators were
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varied. The concern that the list of indicators was
too long dominated most discussions among the
partners. While Parks wanted a smaller and more
focused list and were concerned with the costs
related to conducting a more comprehensive
monitoring process, the Northern Land Council was
more concerned with making sure that issues of
concernto Traditional Ownersinsuch arrangements
were captured. Traditional Owners were satisfied
with the coverage of the criteria and indicators
where key concerns were addressed by some of the
indicators in language they understood. The
facilitators were careful that the criteria and
indicators for measuring joint mManagement
performance reflected the concerns of all partners.

Consequently, partners were faced with the need to
be responsive to partner concernswhile at the same
time being aware of the need for rigor and cost
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effectivenessin the process. The purpose and focus
of the second joint partner meeting held at Flora
River park was to ensure that al partners were
familiar with the criteriaand indicators and had the
opportunity to comment on the final list. At this
meeting, the number of indicators was reduced to
29. The indicators were grouped under five agreed
joint management outcomes for Flora River park,
namely:

« Joint management keeps Wardaman culture

strong

+ Red benefits accrue to the Wardaman from
joint management

« Good dreaming among partners involved in
joint management

«  Good park management

- Effective participation by Wardaman in
decision making in the park.

We recognize that participatory monitoring and
evaluation requireslonger periodsfor consultation;
the identification of criteria and indicators was
largely completed over two meetings at the Flora
River park lasting two to three days but refinement
and finalization of the criteria and indicators took
much longer, with minor modifications to the
indicators continuing up to the validation phase
(Figure 2: Phase 4). One of the key challenges was
that some of theindicatorswere very similar across
the different outcomes. Agreement was reached
among the partners during the training workshop
(phase 1) to modify and remove two indicators and
adjust the wording of one criterion to avoid what
might seem like repetition of another indicator. The
final list of 27 indicators associated with twelve
criteria(Table 1) waslater approved by the partners
in mid 2009 (Figure 2: Phase 4).

The criteria and indicators identified in this
participatory process covered various dimensions
of management effectiveness of protected aress,
including the biophysical, cultural, governance,
socioeconomic, operational, and recreational
(Leverington and Hockings 2004) with an emphasis
on indicators that assess processes such as the
communication between the partners, two-way
learning, involvement in decision making, planning
and budgeting, and facilitation of joint management
meetings. Other indicators were related to the
context (respect of cultural sites and access to

Ecology and Society 16(3): 9
http://www.ecol ogyandsociety.org/vol 16/iss3/art9/

country), planning (annual business plans), inputs
(infrastructure and equipment, staff, funding),
outputs(signageand general informationoncultural
and natural values of the park, records or data on
traditional ecological knowledge applied to the
park), and outcomes (state of the park in terms of
execution of plans and satisfaction of the partners,
and Wardaman people being employed, trained and
provided with business opportunities in the park).

When the 27 agreed indicators were classified
according to the framework for assessing
management effectiveness of protected areas
(Hockingset al. 2006), almost half were categorized
as processindicators assessing four of thefivejoint
management outcomes identified for Flora River
(Table 2).

There was a similar bias in indicator distribution
when they are classified against a capitals
framework (Sayer et a. 2007) with more than half
representing changes in social and human capital
and only one each assessing changes in natural or
physical capital (Table 3).

Participation of the partners

The involvement of the partners in the preparation
phaseof the participatory monitoring and eval uation
process, particularly the identification of criteria
and indicators, was carried out in conjunction with
the planning processto develop the FloraRiver plan
of management. The number and representation of
Wardaman people varied at the planning sessions,
with the exception of some regular participants.
Thus, while we had consistently high participation
and presence at the meetings, some individuals
played a major role. Participation was dominated
by older people who tended to know the Park and
generally women spoke up more than men.
However, weobserved that theseindividual stended
to have authority in the community and were
formally or informally assigned as spokespersons
in the meetings. Passive participation during the
meetings was characteristic of Aboriginal
communitiesand accepted asaresult of thefact that
while most people are concerned to know what is
happening ontheir lands, only particular individuals
are able to make decisions regarding that land. In
addition, meetings held in the Park usually resulted
in increased attendance and greater cultural
acceptability by Wardaman.
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Table 1. Joint management monitoring and evaluation criteria and indicators for Flora River Nature Park

Joint management outcomes and criteria Indicators

Outcome 1. Joint management keeps Wardaman culture strong

1.1 Participation and attendance of Wardaman at  1.1.1 Number of on country meetings held each year

on country meetingst
1.1.2 Level of Indigenousinvolvement in on country meetings
1.1.3 Satisfaction gained from attending on country meetings

1.2 Successful management of the park based on  1.2.1 Parks staff demonstrate high level of cultural awareness
two- way learningt

1.2.2 Positive attitudes toward western knowledge among the Wardaman
1.2.3 Good examples of two-way learning in the way the park is managed

1.3 High level of satisfaction among Traditional  1.3.1 Satisfaction among Traditional Owners about adherence to conditions for access
Owners about the protection of significant to cultural sites and their protection.
cultural sites§

Outcome 2: Real benefits accrue to the Wardaman from joint management
2.1 Wardaman get employment from the joint 2.1.1 Level of employment of Traditional Owners in meaningful jobsin the park

management arrangements.

2.1.2 Satisfaction among Wardaman about the employment benefits associated with
joint management

2.2 Contracts and projects are undertaken by the  2.2.1 Percentage allocation in the budget for Traditional Owner employment, projects
Wardaman and contracts

2.2.2 Level of satisfaction of both partners regarding the delivery of service contracts

in the park
2.3 Feasibility for enterprise in the park is 2.3.1 Satisfaction with outcomes of feasibility studies/assessments for enterprisesin
assessed and discussed the park

Outcome 3: Good dreaming among partners involved in joint management|
3.1 Good dreaming among partnersinvolvedin  3.1.1 Wardaman are satisfied with joint management relationship and processes
joint management

3.2 Good communications among partnersover  3.2.1 Good involvement in, and understanding of, planning procedures and money
joint management story among the Wardaman

3.2.2 Wardaman are satisfied with the amount of knowledge they hold on key aspects
of park management.

3.2.3 Wardaman satisfied that their concerns are addressed during planning
processes.

3.2.4 Cultural information about the park is readily available

(con'd)
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Outcome 4: Good park management
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4.1 Good management of the park so that country 4.1.1 Good biodiversity outcomes from the operational plan on fire, weeds, and feral

is healthy | animals

4.1.2 Good partnerships with other key stakeholdersin the park, i.e., stakeholders
other than Parks and Wardaman.

4.2.1 Visitors to the park are satisfied with the park.

4.2 Strong Tourism

4.2.2 Infrastructure in the park and around the camps and other areasis well

maintained.

4.2.3 Partners are satisfied that messages and images of the park are consistent with

the Park’ s values

Outcome 5: Effective participation by Wardaman in decision making in the park

5.1 Effective participation by Wardaman in

decision making in the park Wardaman

5.1.1 Good attendance and participation in meetings at Parks Katherine office by

5.1.2 Good relations between Wardaman and Parks officials

5.1.3 Clarity of roles and responsibilities among all stakeholders

5.1.4 Strong and effective joint management committee

5.2 Levd of effectivenessin conducting
meetings

5.2.1 Good facilitation in the meetings

TOnN country” refersto Aboriginal ancestral lands for which they are responsible, in this case Flora River park and phrases such as “on

country” are used to refer to activities in the park.

FTwo-way learning refersto the sharing and application of both Indigenous and western knowledge in park management.

8Aboriginal Traditional Owners and Wardaman of Flora River park are used interchangeably.

|Good dreaming refers to good rel ationships between the partners involved in protecting the park

fHealthy country refersto the good condition of all aspects of the park, including sacred sites.

One of themain limitations of participation wasthe
level of numeracy and literacy among the
Wardaman. Ensuring that everyone understood
took more time and often older people were
exhausted and children were restless from longer
discussion sessions. The death of Wardaman, in
particul ar elderswho havemajor responsibilitiesfor
decision making, had an impact on the activities
carried out by the partners. Flexibility by Parks and
NLC staff to accommodate Wardaman cultura
practices into activities was observed during this
research. For example, meetings were sometimes
postponed at short notice to accommodate cultural
needs and the hiring of two Wardaman rangers on

a part-time basis was arranged by Parks in a way
that respected their different duties and
responsibilities as Traditional Owners.

Overdl, relationships between al Wardaman,
including children, and all Park rangers were
relatively friendly, particularly outside meeting
times at the Park, when both partners shared awalk
to the river to fish. These informal opportunities
during meetings and workshops were important in
strengthening the personal and working relationships
among the partners. The number and representation
of Parks staff were relatively constant throughout
the preparation phase activities. The Parks staff
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Table 2. Classification of joint management indicators for Flora River Nature Park based on the World
Commission on Protected Areas framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas

(Hockings et a. 2006)

Number of indicators by management effectiveness category

Joint management outcomes Context Planning Input Process Output Outcome
Outcome 1. Joint management keeps 1 5 1

Wardaman culture strong

Outcome 2: Real benefits accrue to the 1 3 1
Wardaman from joint management

Outcome 3: Good dreaming among partners 1 3

involved in joint management

Outcome 4: Good park management 1 1 3
Outcome 5: Effective participation by 4 1

Wardaman in decision making in the park

Total number of indicators 1 3 13 5 4

complement in Katherine has been stablein the last
four to five years, with any staff turnover having
little impact on the management of Flora River and
the relationship with the Wardaman. Participation
of Northern Land Council staff was higher during
the earlier planning sessions, ending with just one
staff accompanying the last meeting and the
subsequent monitoring activitiesduring | ater phases
of the project.

DISCUSSION
Types and number of indicators

Protected area management, regardless of its
regime, whether it be government, private, joint, or
community-based, seeks to achieve its goals
through effective management. In the joint
management of Flora River Nature Park, two
culturally different partners share the responsibility
of managing the park.

The indicators identified through participatory
processes and their application to joint management
of Flora River showed that management process
indicators were much more numerous than other
types of management indicators, with a particular

emphasis on indicators assessing changes in social
capital over other forms of indicators. These
management process indicators are consistent with
Plummer and Armitage's (2007) core components
of adaptive comanagement, which assign greater
importance to social capital or process indicators.
The processesthat Parks and the Wardaman agreed
on to assess related primarily to the way they hope
to communicate with each other, how they intend
to work together in decision making, and how they
wish to learn from each other. On the one hand, the
typeof indicatorsagreed by the partnersreflect their
recognition that joint management involves the
delivery not only of biophysical but aso social
outcomesand, ontheother, reflectstheneed towork
on communication and decision making processes
that will make the cross-cultural partnership more
equitable. Thisis particularly noticeable when both
partners assess indicators and jointly recommend
Improvements to joint management. The resultisa
set of indicatorsthat cover natural assets indicators
and biophysica outcomes with social assets
indicators and associated processes, which is more
representative of the spectrum of management
effectiveness.

How many criteria and indicators should there be?
It has been suggested that stakeholders' interests
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Table 3. Classification of joint management indicators for Flora River Nature Park against a capital assets

framework (Sayer et al. 2007)

Number of indicators by capital asset

Joint management outcomes Financial Human Natural Physical Socia
Outcome 1. Joint management keeps Wardaman 3 4
culture strong

Outcome 2: Real benefits accrue to the 5

Wardaman from joint management

Outcome 3: Good dreaming among partners 2 1 2
involved in joint management

Outcome 4: Good park management 1 2 2
Outcome 5: Effective participation by 1 4
Wardaman in decision making in the park

Total number of indicators 5 6 1 3 12

define the number of indicators (Evans and
Guariguata 2008); in assessing the performance of
conservation and devel opment interventions, others
(Sayer et al. 2007) have recommended that partners
identify four to six indicators for each capital asset,
and five to six conservation indicators,
acknowledging some overlap between natural
capital and conservation indicators. Reed and
collaborators (2005) proposed a set of 42 indicators
to assess sustainability, grouping them into human,
support, and natural subsystems, while Cundill and
Fabricus(2009) do not identify an optimum number
but instead highlight criteria for effective
monitoring and evauation whereby indicators
must: (1) be integrative at spatial and temporal
scales, (2) integrate both social and ecological
variables, (3) measure socia ecological resilience,
and (4) monitor outcomes and processes. At Flora
River partners identified 29 indicators under each
of five key outcomes and later assessed 27
indicators. It is important to link the indicators to
the visions and goals of the stakeholders to assure
the partners’ engagement in their development and
implementation (Reed et a. 2005). For FloraRiver
the visions and goals identified by the partners are
reflected in the five agreed park management
outcomes identified during the simultaneous
development of the management plan, which are
measured by the agreed sets of indicatorsidentified.

The PME approach enabled the partnersto identify
indicatorsto measure how they are tracking against
goas and, more importantly, management
outcomes that they themselves identified. The
partners acknowledged the trade-offs required to
assess detailed dynamics of partner relationships
and capacities, while implementing a participatory
monitoring and eval uation process that is workable
and manageable in terms of time, human capacity,
and resources available.

Achieving equitable participation of partners

Joint management in the Northern Territory
involves two different cultures working together,
and thus, two different cultures understanding,
applying, and corroborating on a monitoring
protocol. Although we have shown that this is
possible, we recognize participation varies between
and among partners and can be influenced by
various individual, social, cultural, historical,
institutional, andlogistical factors(Mannigel 2008).
In this case, participation in developing the criteria
and indicators was associated with the challenge of
aligning with Parks' planning processto develop the
FloraRiver management plan. In order toalignwith
the management planning process, close working
relationships and information sharing was required
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among the partners. In general, it was mostly the
same people from the three partner organizations
attending the meetings and workshops. In addition,
individual, social, and cultural factors, such as the
self-confidence of partnersin participating in anew
joint management process, absenteeism for cultural
reasons, and logistical difficulties for participants
to attend meetings must be recognized and
considered. Nevertheless, the finalization by the
partnersof thecriteriaandindicatorswascompl eted
and the baseline assessment results later validated
(phase 4), giving strength to the whole monitoring
and evaluation process, highlighting the applicability
of indicators that are meaningful to the partners
(Reed et al. 2008), particularly to the Wardaman
people.

Whileall stakeholdersin the process desired active
involvement in various aspects of parks planning
and management, there are many constraints and
barriers to greater community engagement. One of
thekey concernsrelated to community invol vement
in monitoring and evaluation is the low level of
literacy and numeracy, which limits the extent to
which community members can genuinely
participate in anything other than the verbal and
visual aspects of the process. Observations on the
willingness of Parks staff to participate in the
process showed a satisfactory disposition to share
knowledge, experience, and work with the
Wardaman. This was obvious during al the
meetings in the office or at the park. Monitoring
joint management progress and achievements is
new to the management of Flora River and, in
generd, to al parksin the Northern Territory, and
as such, allocating time from the aready limited
Parks staff for the monitoring activities was
challenging. These challenges can also be applied
to the Northern Land Council, which hasfewer staff
assigned to joint management than does Parks, as
the staff of the Northern Land Council are engaged
in joint management activities at a number of other
parks located hundreds of kilometers from their
main offices. The level of engagement and
capacities of the partners, including in terms of
numeracy and literacy and knowledge of planning
and eval uation processesand methods, described by
Freedman (1998), have been tackled to some extent
by adopting participatory methods to accommodate
capacities, and by engaging the support of an
external facilitator (Evans and Guariguata 2008).

The participatory process used to develop and later
apply this monitoring and evaluation framework
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required a great deal of effort to organize the
partners to carry out the different activities of the
process. Limited staff and lack of experience in
participatory monitoring and eval uation from Parks
and Northern Land Council hampered the early
stages of indtitutionalizing a participatory
monitoring and evaluation process to assist joint
management, as neither of the partners seemed
prepared to undertake the process without
facilitation and support from an external party, in
this case, Charles Darwin University. The
facilitation by theresearchersincommunicationand
information sharing (e.g., sharing of information
among partners and coordination of meetings) and
advice on participatory monitoring and evaluation
approaches, and adaptive management for protected
areas as part of the development and application of
the monitoring and evaluation framework, played a
key rolein promoting acloser working relationship
between the partners. It provided extra human
capacity to support the process, which may not have
been possiblewithout theoutsideexpert facilitation.
By agreeing on criteriaand indicators and theentire
monitoring and evaluation process, the partners
took initial steps toward establishing equitable
opportunitiesto decide on what and how thisshould
be achieved in a joint management situation,
especialy in relation to activities conducted in the
park.

The issue of achieving equitable participation
between the government agency (top-down
approach with power) and the Aboriginal
Traditional Owners (bottom-up approach with less
power) is particularly challenging when the
government agency possesses many more resources
(human, financial, and physical assets) than their
Aborigina partners. However, the participatory
process developed allowed for Parks staff and
Traditional Owners to have equal opportunities to
engageand participateinthedevelopment of criteria
and indicators and later to jointly assess joint
management through the provision of the same
opportunitiesfor contributions. Thishas provided a
baseline from which the level of equity in
representation and opportunities for input to
planning and decision making and planning as part
of an equitable partnership asenvisaged by the 2005
Joint Management Agreement can be measured.
Thisisconsistent with exampleselsewhereinwhich
lesspowerful indigenouscommunity membershave
demonstrated greater benefitswhen participating in
monitoring community forestry arrangements
(McDougall et al. 2007).
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The limitations and differences in the capacity of
the partners to engage in new processes such as
monitoring and evaluation, highlights the need to
be flexible and able to adapt to decisions based on
a“learning by doing” approach. In such processes
where Parksisusually seen asthe partner with more
power, for example, in terms of financial, human
resources, and infrastructure capacity, one could
imagine that the agreed outcomes and indicators to
assess these have a bias towards Parks' interests.
Thisiswhere facilitation by the researchers played
a key role in minimizing biases by enabling equal
space for participation and contribution by both
partners and by ensuring that all desired outcomes
are included. In a joint management context,
providing facilitation has allowed for the greater
participation of Aboriginal people, which hasgiven
them greater power in decision making processes,
providing greater confidence to communicate with
partners, i.e., government agency representatives,
to make decisions about the park.

Participatory monitoring and evaluation
processin establishing joint management
indicators

The participation of the Wardaman people in the
development of the criteria and indicators was
linked to the participatory planning process
undertaken earlier to formulate the Flora River
management plan. It is not known how the
identification of criteriaand indicators would have
transpired had it been disconnected from the
planning process. Inorder for the project to succeed,
monitoring and evaluation will now need to be
integrated into the management plan and or its
implementation through the annual business
planning activities and not treated as a separate
function and responsibility (Woodhill 2000). In
addition it will require the partners to incorporate
dedicated monitoring and review sessions as part of
regular joint management governance activities in
order to review their progress in joint management
effectiveness. The partners have understood what
monitoring isfor, and thus, have invested time and
effort into its development and initia application.
They have aso felt monitoring and evaluation to be
an instrument that can encourage their input in
identifying outcomes and indicators themselves
rather than through an externa or top-down
approach. This provides an opportunity for direct
participation and thus improves equity in making
decisons. In other words, participation in
monitoring and evaluation is being seen as an end
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as well as a means (Diamond 2002), whereby
participants feel there is an opportunity to have a
say and have ownership of what joint management
demands from them and what it can offer. The
process was not seen simply as away of obtaining
or providing information during joint management,
but rather as an opportunity for participantsto learn
from each other, by hearing and sharing each other's
views and management desires and strive for
improvement in their capacity to make joint
management happen (Woodhill 2000). It was
recognized that participatory monitoring increases
the engagement of key stakeholdersin the planning
process, sothat they are partnersrather than subjects
of the final evaluation (Zukoski and Luluquisen
2002).

CONCLUSION

Despite the questions and critiques over
participatory approaches (Jackson and Kassam
1998), we concluded that participatory monitoring
and evaluation made a valuable contribution to the
first stages of a joint management partnership by
providing astructured and agreed framework within
which partnerscouldtalk and learn about improving
how they work together. Theagreed set of indicators
reflect a common ground reached by the partners
reflecting their own needs and areas of interest as
well as agreement to work together in apartnership
to jointly manage Flora River Nature Park. Thisis
incontrast to previousexperienceswhen Aboriginal
people have had little say in management activities.

Our experiences at Flora River suggest that a PME
approach which seeks to involve partners in the
identification of management outcomes and
indicators as well as their involvement in other
stagesof theprocess providesan opportunity to seek
objectivity and ownership of participatory
evauation. Furthermore, it is evident that this
process has | ed to equitabl e decision making which
inturnwill hopefully lead to improved management
effectiveness and community outcomes. It is clear
that the current capacities of the partners to carry
out PME are not at an optimum level and the
assistance of an externa facilitator will be needed
for some time if PME is to be an ongoing element
of joint management arrangements in the Northern
Territory.

We foresee future research on the dynamics of the
application of indicatorsto assessjoint management
as it progresses over time. It would be pertinent to
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investigate how long the partnerswill have taken to
strengthen their relationships through a series of
evaluations on the processes and changesrelated to
communications, sharing, and learning across
diverse knowledge and management systems and
making decisionsand workingtogether. Ultimately,
it will lead us to understand how joint management
contributes to improve social, cultural, and
economic outcomes for indigenous people.

Responsesto this article can be read online at:
http: //www.ecol ogyandsoci ety.org/vol 16/iss3/art9/responses/
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