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1 Introduction

The Gondwana Link program has developed since 2002 as a collaborative venture underpinned by a
cohesive, focusttand strategic approach to eground achievement through the endeavours of a
wide spectrum of organisations and individuals.

It is now moving into an exciting new organisational phase, with a monealcand inclusive
structure, a guidehat enables eclmgical outcomes to be measured across the Link, and a strategic
approach aimed at substantially achieving the vision by 2025.

Theongoingprogramwill beinformed byfour inter-related compilations of guidance and
information currently being compiled

9 the Ecological Guide;

9 this MonitoringGuide(when extended for the Whole of Link)

1 a Working Together Guide; and

1 a Strategic Guide which outlines key action steps (in preparation).

Thesefour guiding documents are based on the experience to date and thgroand plans and

work programs being undertaken, plus the best ecological and business advice we can find. They are
published as current versions, and will undergo constant revision and adaption as the work
progresses, as the groups undertaking the warkiew and adjust their programs, and as new
perspectives emerge into the ecological science underpinning life in our special part of the ancient
Gondwanaland.

Whole of Link Framework

Gondwana Link
WORKING TOGETHER
MANUAL

Gondwana Link

WHOLE OF LINK ‘ “ —
ECOLOGICAL GUIDE l ae -_ttmh

ACTION
= PLAN
‘= - Gondwana Link 2015-2025
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1.1 Aboutthis Guide

ThisGuidehas been prepared by Gondwana Link tiotdssistits member group and supporters. It
has been developed to:
1 clearly define whole oirik goals so we adopt the most effective strategies;
1 improve thesynergybetween area based Conservation Action Plans (CAPs) and whole of
Gondwana Link goals; and
1 determine howwe measue and share progress/nergistically betweewhole of link sale
andarea scale monitoring
The Guide will remain a dynamic document, with regular review and adaptation of objectives and
strategies and communication of these between all the groups ppaiitig in Gondwana Link.

1.1.1 Some important context

While theGuideprovides initial overall guidanc#,is but an early outline. @ing 2015 there will be
substantial additional work and dialogue across member groups, key scientists and involved
organisatbns. We anticipate the production of successive updated and revised versions, in line with
the adaptive management approach we take.

In particular, as actions to implement the Gondwana Link vision proceed, we expect to be able to
progressively refine anquantify objectives for protection and restoration of native vegetation, and
for management of the threats to them.

1.1.2  The process we are following

Various parts of thiguidehave been developed in discussion across member groups and key

informants,in general terms as area CAPs have been develaeze 2004, and through more

specific monitoring discussions since 2012 b2 ¢ | ff WIiKS 0A ( sasekiondS 06SS)y
0.5it isbeingcirculated to Gondwana Link member organisations. Below is whdtave done and

anticipate happening next.

Timing Step
200415 Ongoing development and revision of Conservation Action Plans across the L

June 2014 | First version of the Gondwana Link Whole of Link Ecological @Guadared and
circulated for comment

July 2014 Gathering of all Gondwana Link groups where grqarpsented on their various
programs and discussed tineeshingwith whole of Link scale work and plans.

Oct2014 Workshop to discuss CAP development, standardised terminology and guidel
and the benefits to groupsf their adoption.

Feb 2015 Commenced workshops on CAPs, standards and monitoring plan developme|
June 2015 | Preparation of the MonitoringsuideversionQ.5.

JulyDec Additional workshops on CAPs, standards and monitq@iszrg development
2015
Dec 2015 Version 1.0

Note: Either the CEO of GLL or any of the member groups may initiate a Board decision on whether a review
of thisGuideor a specific aspect of thiSuideis needed by recommending this to the Board, along with arcle
case for the change. Significant dialogue across groups is likely before any significant changes are made.



1.2 TheVision

The Gondwana Link program is guided by the long term Vision for the ecological health of the broad
region, and by guiding principlésr the way in which we works€eGondwana LinkVorking
TogetherGuide.

Reconnected country, from the wet forests of the far south west to the
woodland and mallee bordering the Nullarbor, in which ecosystem
function and biodiversity are restored and giai A Y SR ®Q

This vision for Gondwana Link was developed in 2002 and usefully started the process of imagining a
better ecological future and the steps necessary to achieve that future. Several of the groups and
individuals that have become involved with theogram have done so on the strength of the vision.

The vision has been well enough understood to encouragérty Gondwana Link. Part of the
function of thisGuideis to support monitoringindevaluation that tracks progress towards

achieving the visio, which assists groups understand and document the outcomes they are
achieving, and which enables the collective achievement across Zones and the Whole of Link to be
understood and documented.

2 Objectives

Theobijective of this documenis to develop thévionitoring Guidefor use by Gondwaa Link groups
at the Whole of Ink, Zoneand Conservation Action Plan scales.

Theobjectives for the monitoringvithin Gondwana Link are defined by the questions that we need
to answer in order tshow that we are achigngthe Gondwana Link Vision. These are dealt with
againin Section4.1but generally fall into three main grouphat are in turn defined by their
audiences:

1 ECOLOGICAL CHANGEat do the groups need to know to be sure that they are making a
differenceto the viability of ecosystems within Gondwana Link?

1 EEFFECTIVENBSBat doGondwana Link Ltd arits member groups need to know about
the effectiveness of the structur@lanningand strategiedeing usedo achievethose
ecological changes?

1 CREDIBILITWhat do funders and external supporters need to know to assure them that
investment in Gondwana Link is worthwhibndthat further investmentwill be similarly
worthwhile?

l'a gAOK Y2al FaLsSoda 2F GKS D2y Rgl yiologa y{ LINE I NI
GO02YYIl YR | YR OsManiBnfGuidehdl Br&x add e¢oKe in response to what we

learn individually and collectivelgt a speed and scalargely dependent on the effort put into the
requiredactions.

And that may varyin develging thisGuide a constant source of concerparticularlyto the local
areabased groupswas thedifficulty in planning for the medium to long term with their current
fundingstreamsand the increasing uncertainty over directions being takéth publicfunding
programs That issue is beingckledthrough separatelocuments and programsut does interact
closely with improved ability to document what is being achieved.



3 Common issues with monitoring

Despite the effort put into currensystems for monitang conservatiorwork, most organisations
still find it difficult to answer key questions on the effectivenesthefr conservation efforts. While
recognising that some of the problems are due to the fact that ecosystems and their functions are

complex ad that the complexities increase as more jurisdictions and scales come into the equation,

there are somedditionalcommon issues that recur:

A

ToTo Do ToDo Do o To Do o I»

Lack of a clearly stated purpogghat are we monitoring to demonstrate progress in
achieving?)

Inefficient/ineffective indicators are tracked

Poor study design or inefficient/ineffective methods

Datais gathered but nevecollated and analysedr shared

Datais analysedbut not interpreted relative to objectives

Datais analyse@nd interpreted but not relayed to nmagers

Data proves useful at the project level but the lessons learned are never shared with
broader audiences

Data is collected relevant to activity but not outcomes

High risk or high leverage strategies or projects are inadequately measukey lessors

are not learn or shared

Tried and tested strategies or projects, or low investment level actions, expend too much
effort on complex monitoring

Resources are inadequate to conduct useful monitognthe appropriate scale

Resources are expended on depmng comprehensive monitoring systems that are
discontinued within a relatively short time as government/organizational priorities change
and/or expertise is lost from the project

We will try to avoid as many of these issues as we can by:

f

=a =4 -4 -8 -9

Ensuring thatve have clearly defined outcoméy planninghrough the Open Standards
approach(and other processes as appropriate)

Using standard methodologies and indicators where possibtesharing data

Consideing low-cost, qualitative optionshat are practicail achievable

Consideing less frequent monitoring visits rather than no monitoring

Usdngdatafrom other organisations or progranrghenever possible

Using monitoring approaches that members of local groups can readily carry out, on their
own and by egagdng other local people & volunteers in monitoring effortsuch as through
ccitizen sciencétype projects

Where it is considered usefuollaborating with research organisations seientifically
rigorous experimental desigres long as it is consistenttvithe next point

Notmonitoringt Y@ G KAy 3 GKI G 6S OFyQl 2N 62y Qi R?2

4  Backgroundo the Guide

4.1

WhyGondwana Link needdvonitoringGuide

A MonitoringGuideis needed simply to:

1

il
il
)l

Make sure we are heading in the right direction at all scales
Supportlearning and adapting as we go

Make sure we are making the connections across scales and levels
Make sure we are not making assumptions that are highly risky or untrue

oy &



1 Make sure we are able to assess how effective we are in reaching conservatiomes,
and

1 Present a convincing casettmsewe rely on for funding or other support that their
investment is worthwhile.

4.2  Whole of Gondwana Link Pland Gathering

Ly Wdz & wnmnX GKS a2 KFGQa | I LIS yrapyedeatatidsofi KSNA y I A
many of thegroupsinvolvedgather to review the previous 12 yearsedfort and tostart mapping
out directions for the next 142 years.

¢tg2 G2OSNI NOKAYy3AE 2NBIFIYyAalLGA2yFE aGNFGS3ASa 6 SNE

1 Achieving an exponential increasefunding available for cground works to build on the

initial foundation achievedjsing measurable outcoma® demonstrate value for money

FYR YFAYGFrAy O2NB F20dza F3AFAyad WYrAaarzy ONB:
1 Strengthen permanency by broadening institutional support acé&®gernment policy

mechanisms, institutional structures and regional cultutesng measurable outcome®

demonstrate relevance with the accepted societal goals of sustainability and to maintain

O2NB F20dza yR S02t23A0F8LIQPTSOGABSYSaa | Il A

Ensuring that we can measure outcomes has required the development of clearer goals at whole of

link andlocal areaCAP scalegjusdevelopmentofOf S| NJ f Ay1a o0SG¢SSydzliKS & Ol
of measures where possibl€he first version of ta Gondwana Link Whole of Link Péartlined an

initial framework for this, and has been the basis of subsequent discussions across a range of groups

and expert individuals.

4.3  Open Standards for the Practice of Conservdtifs)

Open Standards is a tool thattempts to do at a global scale what we are trying to do at the
Gondwana Link scale: provide support and guidance to achieve more effective and measurable
conservation outcomes, and tog)hare our results respectfully, honestly, and transparently to
faciitate learning Camservation Measures Partnershif13.

One of the strengths of Open Standards is that it brings together common concepts, terminologies
and approaches in a framework that is not an exact recipe to be followed, but a guide to aghievin
better conservation outcomes. It builds on
standard terminologies developed and used |

the IUCN, and categorised according to scale S

the planis about

at which conservation actions happen. This * Pre-planning

* Vision and scope

allows translation between different regions * Targets/Threats
. . .. . . . * Situation

andjurisdictions so that conseation priorities

and progress can be compared at different

scales. : Conservation
Action Planning
The Open Standards is an adaptive Process
managment framework based on a cyclical ‘
process of plaimplementadaptlearncshare N
i i g Decidingif Y Doingand
(see diagranto right). The monitoring plans at the planis working monitoring the work
all scales (WOL, zoaad area plansare being * Getting the data . * Workplan & timeline
. * Looking at results * Budget
developed through the OS/CAdrocess, which + Adapting the plan - implement

has a fim base in conservation measures.



4.4  Action scales in Gondwana Lgikom CAPs to WOL

Across Gondwana Link there are neight Conservation gtion Plans (CAPg)hich follow the Opn
Standards guidance, and atempleted toat leastfirst iteration stage The earliest start on a CAP
was in the Fit5tirling area and that has now been through a few revolutions of the project cycle.
Most other CAPS are at a far earlier stage and reqgome review and evaluation according to the
capacity of the groups responsible for them.

What was not available as the CAPs began was a clear articulationsgfebiécWhole of Link
(WOL)utcomes neededor the Visionto be achieved The principle® a S@SNE | QG A2y

2

Ay AlGd 26y NRIKGEST (G23SGKSNI gAGK G(KS SELISOGIGAZY

sufficient so far for good works to happen and good people to become involved.

With this growth in planning from the groung, n 2013/14 Gondwana Link Ltd began to focus on a
WOL plan and the process to support its implementation. That work is continuing, but it has used
the Open Standards process to articulate the underlying assumption behind the Gondwana Link
program. Ourdgic is shown in the Results Chain diaghstow (Figure }, and the relationship of

the different scales is shown Figure 2

The Zone level was introduced because of the three distinct climatic/geographic/land use zones
across Gondwana Link, which ménae some characteristics but have very different strategy needs:
the south west forests, the central fragmented (agricultural) zone, and the Great Western
Woodlands.

Mare More effective Enhanced
GLL
e strategic use of available scological Wision Gandweng
S Er T “V conservation = resourcesand [ outcomes [ — @chievedin = Link Visien
CAP/OS focus across leveraging of within ared lecal areas achieved
! -~ GL MOre resources CaAPs
i | L H
Use of clear and _
Scaling up from local
translatable CAP outoomes [+
CAP /D5 processes at indicators of progress WDI.‘
all scales have rigour and sharing of ;:T S
lessons will increase f?lgl !
effectivenass sufficient
_-'.I.'.I _ _ L L= % o LR =
el ClPIIWVIERCYICIE

Figurel: Results Chain for the Gondwana Link strategy of developing CAPs aceventdiffeas,

based largely onsocial ST A Y SR | y Rexid 20rSdpARISNRA $a = A ygroand A OK
projects take placelhe orange boxes identify some of the major assumptions underlying the results
chain.

10
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Other aspects of targets, goals, threats, strategies, measures
may only be relevant at the specific scale and do not roll up.

Figure2: Relationship between thiaree scales of planning. The monitorigugideis mainly
concerned with the relationship between the aspects common to the different scales (the areas in
green) and how we use measures across those scales.

Translating measures across scales requiresvtieaise common terminology. In the same way that
the Open Standards framework adopts the IUCN lexicology for Targets, Threats and Strategies, we
have taken those lexicons and used them to develop additional2 y R ¢ | ivels o zhglt ve

Ol y & N tnéasudzh dpprdpriately.

5 Open Standardsased development ghonitoring plans

The supporting softwargfor the Qpen Standardgrocesssupportsa provisionalmonitoring plan
based on information developed at three stages in the planning process:

91 DefiningTargets and rating Target Viability

9 Defining and assessing Critical Threats

91 Developing Strategies (Strategies = Objectives + Strategic Actions + Action Steps) and testing
them through the development of Results Chains (similar to Program Logic Frames)

Many indicators may have been identified during the development of Targets, Threats and
Strategies Results Chains arevary useful tool for identifying the critical points at which monitoring
may be essentiaFigure 3 shows thdevelopment of measures melation to the targets, threats and
strategies.

1¢KS bl GdzNEB / 2yaSNBlIyoOeQa 2NARAIAYyLE /1t LbidedDSaa o1 a
spreadsheet still in use but no longer technically supported by The Nature Conservancy. Miradi is a software
system developed by the Conrsation Measures Partnership specifically to support the Open Standards. See
www.miradi.org ! ONR&& D2y Rglyl [Ay]l GKS LIXIlFya LINRBRdJZOSR o0&
L OlA2Yy tilyaQo
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Targets Threats
* Project scope » Critical threals
» Targets and viability — + Siluation analysis
» Stakeholders/kKey players
START 'I-I ERE
Measures > Strategies
« Monitoring Plan « Objectives, strategic
« Analysis and communication - actions, action steps
» Results Chain
«Action Plan

Figure 3The Open Standards process uses Indicators to develop ratings for Target Viability and
Threats. Results Chains identify Interim Objectives that may also need to be melsdes@loping

a Monitoring Plan, the Open Standards encourages you to start with the indicators you have already
identified and confirmed in your results chains.

5.1

Indicators of Target Viability

The Viability of Conservation Targets is assessed by

1.

Identifying Key EcologicAttributes (KEAsSA KEA ismaspect of a target's biology or ecology
that if present defines a healthy target and if missing or altered, would lead to the outright
loss or extreme degradation of that target over timéEAs are generally related toege.g.
extent or population) condition(e.g. reproductive ability, species richness)amdscape
context(e.g. fire regime, connectivity).

Choosing one or more Indicators of each KEA. For example, for a Target that is a particular
vegetation system, th&EA may be the amount of that system, and an Indicator could be the
current extent as a percentage of the original or{agropean settlement.

Assigning the Indicator ratings across 4 categories, Poor, Fair, Good and Very Good. For the
example given abovihe ratings may be defined as Poor = <10% offareopean extent, Fair

= 1030%, Good = 360%, and Very Good = >61%. Best available information should be used
in assigning the Ratings values and the source and level of uncertainty. noted

Based on currerdasssessment of the Indicator (e.g. current extent c.f. original), that KEA for
the Target is then given the appropriate Current Rating. The overall Target Viability is based
on the Ratings for all KEAs for that Target.

12



5.2  Linking Targetacross sales
Thea Af AG& (G2 AaNBEf dzZL ¢FNBSGO *AlLoAftAdGe NIGAy3Ia |
CAPs, depends on being able to translate the measures across scales or geographies. To allow this,

we have defined some standard terminologies and Indicatonsse at the three scales. These are
expanded in Appendix 1, but an exampfenow the rolling up occurs given below:

SCALE
CAP Zone WOL
TARGET Wandoo woodlands = Eucalypt woodlands = (Ecological functions
and forests that underpin the Zone
and CAP Tgets)
KEA 1 Fire regime Fire regime Fire regime
Indicator 1 Extent, frequency of | Extent, frequency of | Extent, frequency of
fires in defined period| fires in defined period fires in defined period
KEA 2 Extent Extent Extent
Indicator 2 % of preEuropea % of preEuropean % of preEuropean
extent extent extent
KEA3 Vegetation Condition | Vegetation Condition | Vegetation Condition
Indicator 3 Structure, Crown % of woodlands and ' % of woodlands and
condition, Species forest Target in each | forest Target in each
Composition category (PooWery category (Pooiery
Good)in CAPs Good) in CAPs

* The Ecological functiairom the WOL platincludeNatural biological and physical

heterogeneity; Hydrological processes; Trophic interactions; Wildlife populations and

movements; Evolutionary processes; Natural disturbance regikiveshave an additional Target

Ay (GKS 2lhving vith dodntByR 60K A OK RS I f & -edokydtdn irdieNaBtibnR K dzY | Y
and culture.

Thus, by using standard terminologies for Target KE&sdatd Indicators for them, standard
methodologies for their measurement, and consistent ratings categories (see Appendix 1), we can
have a degree of confidence thdbr example

1 Wandoowoodland described as iaircondition in Lindesay Lin& in a simar condition to a
Wandoo woodland described asFairconditionin Ranges Link.

1 The individual CAP ratings for all theodland or forest vegetation systesitan be rolled
together to develop broader indicators at Zone and WOL levels based on the poopoft
the Targets within the different Viability ratings.

Achieving Viability Ratings of Good to Very Good for all Targets are our primary Goals. This is how we
measureStatus

5.3  Rating Threats across scales

When the KEAs of Targets are missing or altahexy; areStressege.g. loss of species or loss of
extent of a system). Th8ourceof those stresses amdirect Threats(e.g. predators causing loss of
species; clearing causing loss of system extent).

Threats are rated by assessing three main factors:

13



91 the scopeof the Threat (how much of the Target is affected now or is likely to be in 10 years
under current management)

91 the severityof the Threat (how severely the Target is now impacted or is likely to be in 10
years under current management)

1 thereversiblity of the Threat (can the impacts be feasibly reversed)

To improve Target Viability, Threat ratings need to be reduced. In most cases, the Threat ratings
have been developed by a peer group assessnae,repetition of this at intervals can be used to
monitor trends in reducing or increasing Threidtthe ratings are assessed with sufficient
objectivity. In practice, this is not always the cdng some Threats can be more reliably estimated.
Fire as a Threat can be assessed quantitatively for exam@eyeoportion of Target extent with

more than aspecified departure from ecologically based fire regimes (as long as the required fire
regime is adequately defined and information on actual fire history is available).

Using consistent terminology to deé Threats will assist in rolling up ratings and comparing ratings
across CAPs and across scales. The current terminology recommended for Gondwana Link (and
based on the IUCN higher level definitions) is in Appendix 2.

As theongoingimplementationand revisionof CAPs progress, more specific definitions of the scope,
severity and reversibility dhe Threatsand quantitative indicatorglentified in CAP areas will be
developed

6 Using Results Chains to develop the Monitoring Plan
6.1 Results Chains

wSadAg G4 /KFAysa aK2¢ F ASNASA 2F GATXO

They are not a series of activity steps (Activities or Actions/Action steps
are included within the Strategy).

A Result€hain isa diagram of a series ofiusal (ot A F X JistatSryeéts For exampldf we

remove all therabbitsfrom thiscatchmentthen the native plantswill regenerate. The Results Chain
focuses on the achievement of resyi®t activities eg Result=regeneration activity = removal of
rabbits.

A Results Chais made with statements that can be shown to be true theycanbe measure.
Results chains

9 Show our thinking / logic

Provide a way for teams to agrea what needs to be achieved
Identify where there is uncertaintgbout the impacts of a strategy
Clarify where we need tbe monitoring

Show progress toward lorgrm goals

Makeimplicit assumptionsexplicit (i.e articulate thecausal links)

= =4 =4 -4 =4
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A good Results Chain will include all the criticahitoring needs and is thus a good place to begin
developing the Monitoring Plaiit also helps to identify the three main foci of monitoring:

Implementation Are we carrying out the actions needed to implement our plan?

EffectivenessAre our actions hawi their intended impact?
Status How isTarget Viability progressifigHiow areThreats toTargetschanging?s the
capacity to improveonservation increasing?

Below is a generic results chain (figdjeand an example of a simple results chaindierinigrated
rabbit, cat and fox control strated§igure5). Appendix 3 gives aditional examples of results chains.

Strategy

A

STRATEGY:

The package of
Steps or Actions
linked to an

Objective or Goal |

Implementation

Are we doing what
we said we'd do?

Interim
results

A

Interim
results

A

Effectiveness

Are our Actions producing the
responses we assumed?

OBJECTIVE:
To reduce Threat
rating

Target
A

GOAL:

To improve Target
health (make
attributes (very)
good within x years)

Status

Are the Threatsreduced and the
Targets improved?

Figured: Generic Results Chain showing the components. Purple triangles represent Indicators.

Interim Interim
Strategy results results
A rFy A
STRATEGY:
Integrated rabbit, Numbers of - Numbers of small

fox and cat
control:

Is our plan
developed and
funded?
Have we
implemented the
actions:

1 Baiting?

1 Shooting?

1 Monitoring?

rabbits, cats, foxesé ground dwelling
reducedby 2020 fauna increased by
2020

Are we seeing evidence of a reduction i
numbers of rabbits, cats and foxes?
Are the reduced numbers being
maintained?

Are we seeing evidence of more small
fauna (mammals, reptiles, birdsisects)?
Are we seeing evidence of increased
native plant regeneration?

OBJECTIVE:

Threat reduced
from High to
Medium by 2020

Target
A

GOAL:

. Target viability
_increased from Fair to
- Good by 2030*(NB

. longer time frame)

Review Threat ratings: Has the Threat ratin

decreased?

Review Target Viability: Has Target viability

increased?

Figureb: Exampleof a Results Chain for an Integrated rabbit, cadl #iox control strategy.
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It is sometimes useful tmclude Feedback mechanismmsResults Chair(see generic examples in
Appendix 3)These link the monitoring outcome to a response that will be taken.

It should also be remembered that the Results Claaith the rest of theéDS procesprovide

guidance, theyR 2 yake the decisior8 L ¥ GKSNB | NB LRAyGa Ay GKS
relationship is solid enough not to needmprehensivenonitoring (eg weeds are sprayes weeds

are controlled) thera simple follow up assessment may be suffici¢atg.check sprayed areafter a
certain period to ensure all weeds are knocked down; if nogpey).The team decidesbut make

sure you document your reasoning, even if it is just in a few key points.

6.2 Compaments of the Monitoring Plan

The monitoring plan is based on the questions we need to answer, waitgenerally be grouped
under:
1 Implementation Are we carrying out the actions needed to implement our plan?

9 EffectivenessAre our actions having theintended impact?

1 Status:How is Target Viability progressing? How are Threats to Targets changing? Is the
capacity to improve conservation increasing?

Dividing the monitoring plan into these three categories will usually make it easier to identify
1 What daa is needed to answer the question

How frequently the data is needed

Who needs the data and in what format

What analysis or further interpretation of the data will be needed
Who needs the interpreted data and in what format

= =4 -4 -—a -

What responseswvill be made tahe data and who is responsible for making the decision to
respond

Table 1below shows how a simple results chahovides the basis for identifying thonitoring
required andhow thefrequencyof analysingand interpreting the data varies along the @maBy
developing Results Chains for each of the major strategies employed across Gondwattnee Link
monitoring template can be populated. The effort and resources committed to each item will
depend on

1 the resources being spent to implement the strategy

9 the risks associated with the strategy
1 the leverage value of the strategy
1

the levelof confidence in the assumptions underlying the causal links.
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Implementation Effectiveness Status

Weed . ;
management Knock down New invasions Woodlands
—> achieved reduced

What question are we | Every year, are we | Ewery 1-3 years: are the Every 510 years:
asking? using the plan? strategies working? Are our Targets
improving?
Threats
decreasing?
Analyse data Landholders taking | Follow up required Is woodland
part Decrease in density, extent of = health (species
Funding received weeds composition)
Area treated Native plants reestablshing improving?
Reflect and interpret Not enough staffing = Good results on some weeds & Some woodlands
data Travel costs too high Outbreaks still occurring recovering,
Herbicide resistance others going
backwards;
need for
additional
expertise?
Adapt New strategy? Move on to new area Keep monitoring

More resourcing of | Try different weed treatment

current strategy?
Table 1This table showkow a simple results chain provides the basis for identifying the monitoring
required

6.3  MonitoringImplementation

This isusuallya straightforward checklist dbtrategies (oActiong completed, butshould also
includeregular (annual) reew of the Strategies part of th@lan to ensure that all the critical
components arehere and are stilcurrent. Critical components are:

1 Clear objectives (SMART: Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Realistic, Timebound)

1 Well defined Strategies

1 A clear workplan identifying who is responsible for what actions, when and how they will be
done

1 The ludget requiredg funds, people, equipment and other resources

When the required Strategies and Actions are clear, the collection of data can be very quick and all
can be assigned to one of the categories in the following Ti&ueire 6) The pie chart ia quick and
visual way of illustrating progress on the implementation of the whole plan. These can be easily
rolled up across Zones and the Whole of Link as necessary, and help to identify what issues are
consistentlyoccurring across the CAP areas.
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Total
management
achons

no longer

major priority

IssUes

Scheduled for Future Implementation: Activity is not yet
started

Minor Issues: Ongoing, but has minor issues that need
attention
On Track: Ongoing, generally on track

Abandoned: Mo longer relevant or useful

Figure6: Proposedissessment scoring for Implementation monitoring.

6.4  Monitoring Effectiveness

This is where a good Results Chain really helps! Monitoring Effectiveness is done to make sure you
are progressing in the right direction at an adequp#ee to be confident that th&hreat and @rget
Status will change, even though that change may be decades aWwayObjectives and Indicators

that we develop for our Interim Outcomes (the Effectiveness part of the Results Chain) are often
used as projeamilestones.

Scheduling when to analyse and interpret Effectiveness Indicators requires balancing two needs:

early detection of trends so that changes can be made rapidly to Strategies if required; and

detection of true progress towards a Status chang®,3r 2 F (22 YdzOK ay2AaSé¢ Ayl
factors (often climate related: a very dry season, very wet conditions, etc).

The review frequency may vary for different Effectiveness Indicators, but at a minimum do a team
review every 3 years and determine wher any require more detailed analysis.

If the review of differenBfectiveness Indicators is staggered, monitoring can occuualhnon
different Indicators: i.eyou can have an annual program which on diffenggairsis monitoring
different effectiveness Indicators.

6.5  Monitoring Status

The status of Targets is measured through the KEAs and their indicators. The status changes when
we shift these indicators sufficiently to move the Target Viability from one rating to a higher one.
Similarly, Threat rémgs will shift downwards when we significantly decrease the scope or severity of
the Threat.These changes will generally be slow to effect and to deféeince the need for some

good Effectiveness measures to know if we are headed in the right direction

The standard list of KEAs and Indicators is very minimalist but if collected consistently, recorded and
analysed it can provide enough for most management needs. It can also be supplemented or verified
by additional monitoring or sitspecific scientifistudies if project collaborators can be encouraged
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to do this. These can be provided through research organisations, but also through collaboration

with organisations such as Birdlife Australia, the Wildflower Society and WA NatuGiliiztsn

Sciencep2 2S0Ga Oly Ffaz2 SyftArald (GKS ambhBagartshy | Raé¢ sz &
volunteers can be extremely time consuming, so best to work with groups who already do this

regularly.

As mentionedpbreviously to date Threat ratings have perhapgén too subjectively applied and we
need a greater degree of objectivity in their assessniemtrderto roll up ratings across zoness
the implementation and evaluation of CAPs progresses, more specific definitions of the scope,
severity and reversibilitgf Threats identified in CAP areas will be developed, with quantitative
indicators where possible.

You need to be clear on your audience for your status reportirige end product of the Status
monitoring needs to be communicated in a peeviewed s@nce journal, thermperhaps there is the
need toget a scientist to set it up arglipervise the monitoring

While we have indicated that Status monitoring should be reviewed evéfyyears, for many of
our Targetaand Threatthe changes due to our inteentionsmay take many decadesor in the

case of restoring a vegetation system probably centuries. So we need to have some good news
milestones along the way!

Status monitoring may be beyond the abilit@msexpertiseof groups.To assistGondwana Links
bringing togethera monitoring advisory group that gives assistattall groups across the link
determining status changes from tinenonitoring results.
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6.6

Putting it together¢ Monitoring Plan outline

Two suggested templates followhese temtescan be completed for each major Strategy
Combinedthey constitutethe completeMonitoring Plan.

These templates have been provided as not all groups are comfortable working directly in Miradi.
Please note that this information can be input directitoithe Miradisoftware

What question/s do
we need to answer?

What indicators are
we using?

When is data
collected?

Who collects data?
How is data stored?

When is data
analysed?

Who analyses and
interprets the data?
Who needs to know
the outcome?

How is it reported?

Is there a clear
response process?
Who is responsible fol
adapting the plan if it
is needed?

Implementation

Are we using the plan?
Do we have all the critical
components of the plan
that we need?

Clear objectives (SMART
Specific, Measurable,
Actionable, Realigt,
Timebound)

Well defined Strategies
A clear workplan
identifying who is
responsible for what
actions, when and how
they will be dong

The budget requireq
funds, people, equipment
and other resources
Checklist against workpla

Monthly?
Quarterly?

Effectiveness

Do we have a reliable

Status

Are the Targets getting

Results Chain with Interin healthier?
Outcomes and Indicators” Are the Threats being

Are the Strategies
producing the intended

outcomes we expected?

Refer to Results Chain

See methodology for
specific indicators (also
influenced by Interim
Objectives)

reduced?

Refer to Target Viality
Table.

Refer to Threats Rating
Table.

See methodology for
specific indicators
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For each Strategy, thfellowing template can be used for developing the detail of the Monitoring Rdace @ain note that thiglatacan be entered
directly in the Miradsoftware.

Strategy:
Indicator Method Priority* Frequency Location Who Progress Cost/year Source of
funds

*Suggested Priority Rating:

Criticalc Because of the nature of the Strategy, or the risks associated with it not succeeding, or the high leverage that candiklpbtai
demonstrating its effectiveness

Requied ¢ Identified as a key indicator because it directly feeds back to management actions, or is included in status ratings; fmagere
requirement (try to avoid having funder requirements override logical monitoring already identified!), part of@oira;ncommitment, or

Desirablec would be good to do if resources became available df p&8ty emerged who could do it.
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7 Evaluation and adaptation

Deciding if
the plan is working

* Getting the data
* Looking at results
* Adapting the plan

Monitoringis done to inform how we manage the things that are
of concern, and to confirm for ourselvaad forothersthat we

are makinghe changesieededto achieveboth thelocal
objectives and 2 Y R 4 | Y loverpllvisioh.®sithe previous
sections have illustrated, all monitoring is related to answering
specific questions; answering them helps usnake our
strategiesand planganore effective, ando improve overall
standards and practices within the conservation community.

Monitoring is often thought of as gathering data, but as outlined

in the Table in Section 6.2¢producedin modified formbelow),

this is just the first steDesign of what data is worth collectingyadysis of the data (what is it telling
us?), reflection and interpretation of the data (are there other factors influencing the results of the
monitoring or the way that strategiesere implemented?), and adaptation (of the actions or of the
planbased on the datpareall essential parts of the monitoring process.

Often, the failure to complete these steps is because they are not addressed at the start of the
planning/project phas, so no one is responsible for doing it, the methods of analysis have not been
considered, the potential responses to the analysis have not been considered, and subsequently
funding and resourcing these actions have not been considered.

Implementation | Effectiveness | Status
swotogy  —— el o Tege
F'Y A A A

STRATEGTY:

GOAL:

OBJECTIVE:

What questiorts are we
asking?

Are we using the
plan?

| Are the strategies

working?

Are our Targets
improving? Threats
decreasing?

Analyse data

Look at the Action
Plan and decide if al
Actions are on track

Look at interim objecties
and indicators: are your
assumptions holding
true?

Analysis method shoulc
be defined when you
choose the indicators.

coordinator

How often? Probably every year | Depends on indicator but Depends on indicators,
(when developing every 13 years usually | but every 510 years
work plans is a good works may be OK
time)

Who is Probably the Maybe the project team? Maybe specialist help

responsible? operations needed?

Reflect and interpret
data:
Do you know
who is
responsible for
this step?
Who else needs
to beinvolved?

What is influencing
any actions not on
track? Are there
actions that need
more/less effort?
Any redundant? Any
missing?

Are the results supporting
your assumptions in the
results chains? If not, wh
not? Is the data
interpretation frequency
adequate?

Are there other factors
influencing target
health and threat
NFGAy3a (Kl
been accounted for in
your plan?s your
situation analysis still
valid?
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Adapt Adapt the vork plan | Adapt the results chains | Are the threats and

Do you know (and maybe the necessary. Look at other| targets still valid? Are
who is budget). Make sure | parts of the plan to see if| the goals and objective
responsible for | all responsibilities | they need review. still valid?

this step? are clear.

Who else needs
to be involved?

Document, Who needs to know? Who needs to know? Who needs to know?

communicate g¢ee next | In what format do In what format do they | In what format do they

step) they need the need the information? need the information?
information?

With monitoring resuls in hand the group needs freriodicallyreview their CAP and adjust it as

required. This is best undertaken by a small group from the CAP team but may require some external
expertise.ln undertaking the Evaluation and Adaptation step, also consideretiew of the CAP
processtself (i.e. is the plan adequate for what we are trying to achieve? Is the plan being updated

as we learn and advance our implementatip®fairly simple way to evaluate the process is to use

the CAP SelAssessment TogReferto CAP for Gondwana LigkStandards anuidancepdf).

hyS tfFrad YSaal3aSy R2y Qi F2NHSO K2¢ T NXHzudnotl GAy 3 A
being able to trace back to find out what is going on! DOCUMENT the changes that are made, date
them and note why changes were made and who made them. It will save tears!

8 Communicating shared learnings
Communicating can be with:

1  your group and in your area

1  other CAP groups

f D2YRglYyl [AYy]l [GR ¢6K2 gAff 0SS A
from the CAP scaketo the WOL and zone scglesd

9  donorsandfunders of all types

You might also want taarget some othewider audiencesto
help other groups learn from your experiences.

Your audience will dictate the level of detail and type of
communication Thesecan vary from fultletailedreports to
simple one page snapshots with pie charts and colour indications of progress.

Sharig lessons learned is an essential part of the CAP process. Others can learn from your successes
FYR YA&UlF(1Sa: aXPNIKDIAK PNBAY OKWOREIFAS STFAOASYO
resources. Gondwana Link Ltd plan to have anbirannualforumsfor sharing During these

forums there will be sessions for review of the plans at area, zone and WOL btalidition, if

groups ae interested, we can have an internal Facebook or another informal information sharing
mechanism.

One of the best places for sharing may be Miradi Share whatentiallyeach group can load their

Miradi conservation plan giving others permission to vibliradi files include contaaietails so

others can talk directly to each othéie are exploringhe best ways thaGondwana Linknembers

can access and uséiradi Shareandii 2 G NRBf f dzL¥ LX Fya G2 3IAGS T2yS |
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If the data and lessons learnedkeao be utilised in zone and WOL reportiitgyill need egular
inputs of datato shared Miradi fils, andGondwana Link Ltig pursuing ways to facilitate this,
including working through licensing and training issues, as well as developing simpleisedtom
reporting from Miradi to meet a range of communication needs

Havingreviewed the planning work undertaken to date and developed standardised terminologies,
Gondwana Link Ltd will now be focused on further developing and supporting application of the
Monitoring Protocols. This will include regular (annual tarmual) review of how the CAPs are

working together at area, zone and WOL scales, and developing a peer support and review group to
help stimulate ongoing review and adaptation.

9 Reporting tadifferent groups and funders

At all scales (area, zone and WOL) the groups leading their respective CAPs are implementing them
through a range of different projects, with funding from different souré&®ject funders generally

have specific reporting regrements, which can range from simple verbal reports ansitevisits,

through ongoing relationships with key donors, to the quite detailed output reporting required with
public funding. Groups also have their own internal management and reporting gex;eand with
multiple groups involved in an integrated program there can be quite a complex and time consuming
tangle of reporting needs.

Fortunately the Miradi software can provide reports suited to a number of formats and can be

enhanced toenable epid @ NB £ £ dzLJE 2 F YdzZf GALX S LINRP2SOG NBLR NI A
leading group involved in Gondwana Link which has multiple project funders, Bush Heritage

Australia, has already had good success from modifying its internal reporting templates and

procedures to simplify reportingVe encourage all groups to consider doing similar.

As noted in Sectiof, we will bepursuingthe Miradi Share license arrangements to enable
Gondwana Link Ltd and member groups to share their plans and aggregate inéraad results
at different scales. Pending sorfiether discussions witlzolleagues in mid to late 261we also
expect to gain the capacity wrogram the exporformatsfrom Miradito enable us to prepare
reporting templates for specific purposes.

9.1 Miradi andMERI

Projects funded by the Commonwealth Government, either directly or through NRM regional

groups, are generally required to prepare reports consistent with a Monitoring, Evaluation,

Reporting andmprovement (MERI) Framewoi®ome concern has primusly been expressed that

MERI and Open Standards required very different reporting approabbesieR2 y Qi 0 St A S@S
be the caseln fact, the program logic that underpins MERI is very similar in its structure to the

Results Chain logic used ipgh Standards, and the Miradi tool enables groups working on

Commonwealth funded projects to quite readily prepare projegtorts using MiradiWe

understand this is already happening in a number of programs in Ausisatigthe Open Standards
processjncludingsomeof the Healthy Country Plans across northern Australia and in specific NRM
regionsin the NorthernTerritory and South Australia.

Gondwana Link is making this next stage a major focus in-2615
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10 Methodologies

It is difficult to provide a dinitive list of monitoring methods. Just as the landscape and habitats

vary across the link so do the methods required to assess them. As groups develop their monitoring
plans and investigatedopt or adapt methods we will document new methodologieghiis tiving
documentand encourage all participating groups to be part of thigomg conversation

Additionally Gondwana Link Ltd are working with otheos directly involved in CARs develop
methodswe can uselnitially, unless capacity is substaily changed, CAP monitoring plans will
addressa select number dfigh priority issuesso there is time to develop methodologies for

additional work.The whole basis for our work is that we continually learn, improve and adapt, and
that includes improvingand adapting our monitoring methodologies.

Appendix 1 list&ey Ecological Attributd&EA)their Indicators and suggested methods to measure

changes in the IndicatoAppendix 2 lists standard threats and the suggested methodologies to

assess changes the threat status¢ KSa S WISYSNAOQ Y2yAG2NRAYy3a LINRG2O
themselves or with adaptation to a particulenvironment or requirementFor example when

monitoring vegetation conditiothroughassessing crown density we suggest usimgodified

wandoocrown decline methodology. Each group will needewiew andmodify the methodf

necessaryor the dominant vegetation type they are assesdiagd share those methods across CAP

areas where the target vegetation typage the same)

Some monitoing is most efficienty undertakenacross the entire Link, presumably ®pndwana
Link Ltd (GLIyvho thenmake tte resultsfor each CAP areavailableto the relevant groupsFor
examplea commonly use®EA of a vegetation systamay be¥onnectivityQGLLplan to undertake
a patchanalysis acrssthe link and report on changes in connectiviityeach CAP arda the
relevantgroup.

The following are analyses that Gilans toundertakeat the WOL scalevith the results reported to
relevant groups foarea and zone CAPBecause of the relatively long time scale for changes in
functional vegetation cover to occur, most of these analyses will be undertaken only every 5 years.

Key Ecological Attribute Indicator Method

Fire regime Fire regime: frequencyral Analysis of burn data
area burned

Connectivity Patch analysis Patch analysis of perennial
vegetation and native
vegetation extent data

Extent of habitat/community | % of preEuropean extent Analysis of pré&europearand

remaining currentextent

Catchment native % of native vegetation and/or| Spatial analysis of native

vegetation/perennial cover perennial cover in catchment | vegetation and/or perennial
cover
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12 APPENDIX Key Ecological Attributes

Key Ecological Attributesterrestrial Systems

Key Attribute | Indicator Poor Fair Good Very Good
Fire regime Fire regime: frequency Not enough/ Fire regime may| Close to
and area burned too much fire on | be altered, but | historical fire
too little/ too is maintaining | return
much area reasonably interval and
(Assessed through GD22R¢ area burned
spatial analysis condition and
annually5 yearly) structure
8
[
8 Connectivity Patch analysis Highly Fragmented but | May be altered | Close to
L fragmented still some large, | but maintains | original
S (metric TBD) | though possibly | high degree of
é (Patch size; distance isolated blocks | connectivity
S between; (TBD) (TBD)
perimeter/area
rations)
(Assessed through
spatial analysis
annually5 yearly)
General (For woodlands and Most in Some to most Most Most in
vegetation forests) Crown poorest lower condition | vegetation in highest
structure and condition condition ratings high condition | condtion
composition rating rating rating
(Based on modified
Wandoo crown
condition assessment
5 tool)
§
@]
© General Structure One or more | One stratum Strata present | All strata
vegetation strata absent = missing or at most sites; present and
structure and from most poorly maybe some in good
composition (Presence/absence of | Sites regenerating, or | loss or condition
expected structural degraded degradation but
components) retains
regenerative
capacity
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Key Attribute | Indicator Poor Fair Good Very Good
General Species composition | More than 20-50% non Native species | Native
vegetation 50% non native species | dominant, few | species
structure and native species non-natives dominant,
non-native species in aliens
ground cover)
Presence & Bird activity and Almost A number of Most sensitive | Rare species
abundance of species richness exclusively sensitive species species &/or and nested
characteristic common are declining nested targets | targets in
animal species species in healthy healthy
(BHA or BA numbers numbers
methodologies)
Presence & Presence/ abundance | Indicator Indicatorspecies| Indicator
abundance of of a particular species | species likely to be species
GAyRAOLI (| (eg Tree creeper in seriously declining slowly | generally stable
focal species (eg| Wandoo woodland) declining or or increasing in
A characterisic absent abundance
species found in
good quality
habitat)
Extent of % of preEuropean Serious habitat Substantial Minor habitat Close to pre
habitat/ extent depletion habitat depletion European
community depletion extent;
remaining minimal loss
.g (Ass.essed thrpugh
n spatial analysis
annually5 yearly)
<10%"? >80%7
10-50%7
51-80%?
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Key Ecological AttributesVetland and Ripariarbystems

KEA

Indicator

Poor

Fair

Good

Very Good

Catchment native

% of native

<30%

<60%

60-80%

>80%

waterway

waterway

% vegetation / vegetation and/@
‘g perennial cover perennial cover in
&) catchment
)
=
3
2 (Assessed through
S spatial analysis
annually5 yearly)
Bank stability & % of stream with Most reaches Some reaches | Bank condition
integrity expected abundancq have highly have highly generally intact
& diversity of modified bank modified bank
important habitat characteristics | characteristics
components
- Instream habitat % of stream with Some reaches | Most reaches
2 diversity expected abundance have lower than| have minimum
? & diversity of expected expected
8 important habitat instream habitat | instream habitat
components (snags, abundance and | abundance and
biotopes- pools, diversity diversity
riffles, runs,
instream vegetation)
Extent and Width and Riparian Riparian Riparian
condition of continuity of riparian | vegetation vegetation vegetation
riparian vegetation | vegetation absent or in absent or in present and in
g poor condition | poor condition | good condition
n across most of | across some of | across most of

waterway

Note:

Sdectno morethan five attributes for a target. Three may be enough (one each for Size, Condition,
Landscape Context)

Some attributes may be unsuitable for particular targets chosen due to limited information. Consider

whether it will be possible to detenine this within 35 years or choose another attribute that can be

measured.
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13 APPENDIX 3tandardised hreas and suggested monitoring methods

A hierarchy of ndardisedterminology forthreatsoperating at different scales wateveloped by the IUCN diis utilised in the Open
Standards for the Practice of Conservation. fikst adapted the IUCN threat list for Gondwana LimkKctober 2014, and here provide an
updated list whiclprovides standard threat nomenclature for tharea, zone and WCQicalesaswell as suggested methods for assessing

threatstatus. @ dzAAy3 GKAA& (GSN¥YAy2f238x 6S Oy 6S Y2NB | aadd2NBR (KL

dzLJ FaasSaavySyida | ONrPaa GKS fIFNHSNI D2YyRgtyl [AY]l I NBI®

Remember Threatsare thesourceof stress. Be clear about tlsressversus the

source of stress. Stresses are the inverse/opposite of Key Ecological Attributes (see
the Key Attributes tablén Appendix Xor suggested stregsassociated with

standard attributes)As an gample:

Stress Source of stress (threat)
Predation Foxes cats
Fragmentation Uearing; clearing paddock trees; residential or commercial development;

mining and quarrying; roads and infrastructure

Competition for hollows Hres, clearing of old treesytroduced bees, aggressive bird species

The table below is the Gondwana Link standardised threats and suggested monitoring methods.

iKS
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IUCN Standard WOL and zone Area CAP scale Includes Potential impacts (major)  Proposed indicators
classification nomenclature nomenclature

1. Residential and 1. Residential and Development Housing and urban areas, Direct loss of ecosystems, - Annual/5 yearly assessment of
commercial Commercial (residential and commercial and industrial =~ degradation of ecosystems area of native vegetation lost to
development development commercial) areas, tourism & recreation through fragmentation and residential and commercial
developments with a edge effects, changed development.
substantial fodprint. hydrology. - Number of significant safeguds

included in statutory instruments,
including planning policies and
development conditions.

Method: WOL spatial analysis

2. Agriculture and 2 Agriculture (Use the categories Current (not historical) See below See below
aguaculture in this column impacts from agriculture,

below: these will including ongoing

be aggregated up  hydrological change, loss o

at WOL scale) further native vegetation

(including paddock trees);
impacts of grazing on native
systems in agricultural
areas. Nutrient and
chemical drift ad erosion
and sedimentation are
grouped under Pollution
(see 9 below)

2.1 Annual and
perennial non
timber crops
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IUCN Standard WOL and zone
classification nomenclature

2.1.1 Annual cropping Annualproduction

2.1.2 Stubble burning

2.1.3 Poor grazing
practices

2.1.4 Las of native
vegetation

2.2Wood & pulp 2.2 Plantations
plantations

Area CAP scale
nomenclature

systems

Stubble burning
Windrow, logs
burning

Poor grazing
practices

Loss of native
vegetation;
Clearing of
paddock trees;

Plantations

Includes

Areas under annuarops or
pastures

Burningof stubble or other
on-farm burning that
contributes to wildfires or
burning of remnats

Stock in bush and riparian
areas; laclof paddock tree
recruitment

NBnutrient and soil loss
issuessee 9below.

The replacement of natural
ecosystems with agricultura
land uses, including
cropping, viticulture,
horticulture and grazing\B
This is NOT for historic
clearing (impacts are
accounted for in your target
viability assessments) but
relates to new clearing for
agriculture.

Stands of trees planted for
timber, fibre or carbon
outside of natural forests
and woodlands, often with
non-native species

Potential impacts (major)

On-going hydrological
impacts

Contributing to wildfire
ignition; burning remnants
on farms

Degradation of natural
ecosystems; loss of niche
habitats (eg paddock trees)
that support birds, bats,
insects

Direct loss of ecosystems,
degradation of ecosystems
through fragmentation and
edge effects, changed
hydrology.

Direct loss of ecosystems,

degradation of ecosystems -

through edge effects,
changed hydrology.

Proposed indicators

Change in area (annual/5 yearly)
under annual crops
Method: Spatial analysis of land use

mapping

Area of native vegetation lost from
fires started from stubble burns
Method: Fire mapping analysis

Changen areas protected from
grazing
Method: Area fenced

Areas of native vegetation lgshreas
placedunder conservation
management or restored

Paddock trees lost or planted
Method: WOL spatial analysis of
remnant vegetation and tenure
datasets

Area of plantation
Area/proportion of plantations
contributing to meeting CAP goals
(TBD)

Method: Analyse land use mapping
(NB indicator to be further develope(
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IUCN Standard
classification

2.3 Livestock
farming and
ranching

2.4 Marine and
freshwater
aguaculture

WOL and zone
nomenclature

2.3 Pastoralism

2.4 Freshwater
aquaculture

3. Energy production ad mining

3.2 Mining &
guarrying

3.2 Mining and
quarrying

Mining exploration

Area CAP scale
nomenclature

Pastoralism

Mining and
quarrying

Mining exploration

Includes

Domestic or semi
domesticated animals
allowed to roam in the wild
and supported by natuta
habitats

Producing minerals and
rocks. NB See below
effluents produced by mine
sites go under 9.

Exploring for minerals,
rocks, oil or gas.

Potential impacts (major)

Degradation of ecosystems -

Direct loss of ecosystems,
degradation of ecosystems
through edge effects,
changedhydrology.

Direct loss of ecosystems,
degradation of ecosystems
through edge effects.

Proposed indicators

through specific CAPs to define
where, how and what sort of
plantations help to meet CAP
objectives, and in what circumstance
plantations might represent a threat
to biodiversity objectives)

Area being used for pastoralism
Proportion of pastoral area
contributing to CAP goa(3BD)
Method: Analyse land use mapping,
Rangeland condition

Area occupied by mining
operations (minesites and
infrastructure)

Effective legislative and policy
controls on environmental impacts o
mining activity, including
rehabilitation
Method: analyse tenements/mines
data from Dept Mines and Petroleun

Area affected by mining exploration
(site disturbance including tracks)
Method: ¢ . 5® YSNBY wl
(2016) may give an insight.
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IUCN Standard WOL and zone
classification nomenclature

4. Transportation 4. Transportation and
and service corridors service corridors

5. Biological resource use

5.1 Hunting & Harvesting or
collecting collecting of native
terrestrial animals  plants or animals

5.1.3 Control of native
Persecution/control species (planned or
inadvertent

detrimental impacts)

Area CAP scale
nomenclature

Transportation and
service corridors

Harvesting,
collecting of [name
the resource]

Shooting cockatoos

By-kill of native
species through
baiting programs

Includes

Includes roads, railways,
pipelines, powerlines

Collecting plants, seeds,
animals or other
components of ecosystems
for commercial or other
human uses and may be
legal or illegal (eg poaching
of nests; taking of orchij
removal of granite rocks)

Shooting of cockatoo
species; bkill of native
species through baiting;
impacts of barrier fences or
native species.

Potential impacts (major)

Direct loss of ecosystems,
degradation of ecosstems
through edge effects,
changed hydrology.

Loss of species or

Proposed indicators

(Change in) area of infrastructure
Method: mapping of transport
routes, remnant vegetation changes

Trend in activity as determined in C/

degradation of ecosystems Method: TBD. Possibly through DPa

through overharvesting or

licences (NB Not identified as a thre

disturbance associated with in current CAPS)

collection.

Lossof species or
populations

Loss of species or
populations.

Trend in activity as determined in C/
Method: TBD

Trend in activity as determined in C/
Method: TBD
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IUCN Standard WOL and zone
classification nomenclature

5.3 Logging & wooc 5.3 Logging and wooc
harvesting harvesting (from
native sytems)

6. Human intrusions andidturbance

6.1 Recreational 6.1 Recreational
activities activities

7. Natural system modifications

Area CAP scale
nomenclature

Barrier fences

Logging, wood
harvesting

Recreation
activities (may be
subrlists for
specific activitie3

Includes Potential impacts (major)

Restricted wildlife
movement (loss of
functional connectivity); los¢
of individuals through direct
impact of fence.

Logging for timber or Direct loss of ecosystems,
firewood, firewood degradation of ecosystems
collection through edge effects,

changed hydrology.

Inappropriate 4WD and off Degradation of ecosystems
road bike activity; trampling

of sensitive species;

destruction of vegetation or

removal of gound cover for

firewood.

Proposed indicators

Length, area affected

Native species killed

Method: TBD Counts of animals
killed

Trend in area, intensity of activity as
determined in CAP

Method: Analysiof remnant
vegetationmapping for logging of
native forests

Method: Surveys for change in
vegetation condition and disturbance
regimes includingumberof dead
standing trees, number fallen trees
for impact of firewood collection

Trend in area, intensity of activity as
determined in CAP

Method: surveys for change in
vegetation condition and disturbance
regimes
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IUCN Standard
classification

7.1 Fire & fire
suppression

7.2 Dams & water
management/use

7.3 Other
ecosystem
modifications

WOL and zone
nomenclature

7.1 Fire & fire
suppression

7.2 Dams & water
management/use

Salinity and other
hydrological
modifications

(NB mostly through
(historical) land
clearing

Area CAP scale
nomenclature

Fire and(some)fire
suppression
activities

Water extraction

Dams

Salinity and other
hydrological
modifications
(through (mostly
historical) land
clearing

Includes

Extensive wildfires (from
natural or deliberate
ignition); too frequent
prescribed burning;
detrimental impacts of fire
suppression activities, such
as baclkburns escaping or
intensifying burning;
bulldozer lines and tracks
not being restored postire.

Extractionof water from
rivers and aquifers for publi
or private use

Public or private dams

Dryland salirty,
groundwater rise, due to
broadscale clearing

Potential impacts (major)

Direct loss and degradation -

of ecosystems; loss of fire

sensitive species over time. -

Direct loss and degradation
of ecosystems; altered
hydrology

Changs in hydrology,
changes in animal
distribution; change in feral
animal distribution

Direct loss and degradation
of ecosystemsaltered
hydrology

Proposed indicators

Area burnt under wildfire
annually/5 yearly

Area disturbed for management
(tracks, bulldozer lines)

Method: analysis of fire mapping anc
fire infrastructure

Trend in area, intensity of activity as
determined in CAP

Method: Dept of Water
data/analyses

Trend in area, intensity of activity as
determined in CAP

Method: Dept of Water
data/analyses

Trends in areas affected by salinity;
groundwater levels

Method: Charges insalinity mapping,
NDVI vegetation condition mapping
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IUCN Standard
classification

WOL and zone
nomenclature

Area CAP scale Includes
nomenclature

8. Invasive & other problematic species & genes

8.1 Invasive non
native alien species

Invasive pn-native
animal species
predators

Invasive nomative
animal speies
herbivores

Invasive nomative
plant species

Invasive nomative
pathogens

Can be grouped or Introduced predators: foxes
as individual cats, dogs, pigs,

species (will need kookaburras, bees

to be able to

aggregate at WOL

level)

Can be grouped or Introduced predators and

as individual herbivores: foxes, cats,
species (will need rabbits, camels, dogs, goat:
to be able to donkeys, pigs, starlings,

aggregate at WOL kookaburras, bees
level)

Weeds Weeds

Phytophthora Diseases including
cinnamomi (and/or Phytophthora cinnamoin
other plant

pathogens)

Potential impacts (major)

Direct loss of species
through predationand
displacement

Direct loss of species
throughdisplacement; loss
or degradation of
ecosystems through grazing
& browsing; trampling,
destruction of water points

Direct loss and degradati
of ecosystems; altered fire
regimes

Direct loss of species and
degradation of ecosystems;
altered fire regimes

Proposed indicators

Trendsm distribution and severity of
impact

Method: TBD but likely involve track:
scats, spotlighting and camera traps
Current d databases are inadequate
and need to be improved to develop
baselines then assess trends over
time

Trends in distribution and severity of
impact

Method: as above

Trends in distribution and severity of
impact

Method: Opportunist and structured
site surveys using techniques
AyOf dzZRAY3 WRNROGS
start and end of infestation from
moving vehicle) to transects and
guadrat methods

Trends in distribution and severity ol
impact

Method: Pc mapping based on the
current SCNRM mapping
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IUCN Standard
classification

WOL and zone
nomenclature

Area CAP scale
nomenclature

Includes Potential impacts (major)  Proposed indicators

Chytrid fungus Chytrid fungus, other Direct loss of species and  Trends in distribution and severity ol
(frogs) (and/or degradation of ecosystems impact

other animal Method: TBD

diseases)

8.2 Roblematic
native species

8.2 Problematic
native species

Problem native Over grazing by kangaroos Loss or degradation of Trends in severity of impact
species (or name  or other native herbivores; ecosystems throgh grazing Method: TBD but likely involve track:
them) nest or other habitat & browsing; site scats, spotlighting and camera traps
displacement by degradation; displacement Inadequate databases need to be
opportunistic native species of other species supplemented to develop baselines
then assas trends over time

8.3 Introduced
genetic material

8.3 Introduced
genetic material

Non local
provenance

Use of genetic material fron Genetic loss of local specie Uptake of and compliance with
other regions in restoration genomes; potential impacts restoration standards
of insects and lower Method: monitor uptake and
organisms compliance with Restoration
Standards

9. Pollution

9.1 Household
sewage & urban
waste water

9.2 Industrial &
military effluents

9.1 Household
sewage & urban
waste water

9.2 Industrial
effluents

9.3 Agricultural & 9.3 Agricultural &
forestry effluents  forestry effluents

9.3.1 Nutrient loads 9.3.1 Nutrient loads  Nutrients Nutrient loadings in Direct loss of species and = Trend in area, intensity of activity as
from agriculture or streams, wetlands; Nutrign degradation of ecosystems determined in CAP
forestry loading to edges of native Method: Liaise with Dept of Water
vegetation patches regarding water quality monitoring a
designated sites
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IUCN Standard
classification

9.3.2 il erosion,
sedimentation

9.3.3 Herbicides,
pesticides

9.4 Garbage and
solid waste

11. Climate change
and severe weather

WOL and zone Area CAP scale
nomenclature nomenclature
9.3.2 Soil erosion, Soil erosion and

sedimentation from  sedimentation
agriculture or forestry

9.3.3 Herbicides, Herbicides and
pesticides pesticides

9.4 Garbage and solic Rubbish
waste

11. Climate change & Climate change
severe weather and severe
weather

Includes

Soil and sediment loss

Spray drift, indiscriminate
use in agriculture, roadside
maintenance, infrastructure
services

Rubbish, liter, landfill sites

Habitat shifting and
alteration, droughts,
temperature extremes,
storms and flooding

Potential impacts (major)

Direct loss of species and
degradation of ecosystems

Direct loss of species and
degradation of ecosystems

Aesthetic; impacts on local
wildlife (ingestion, trapping)

Loss of suitable habitat; los:
of species or populations

Proposed indicators

Trend in area, intensity of activity as
determined in CAP
Method: refer to DAFWA

Trend in area, intensity of activity as
determined in CAP

Method: Note vegetation deaths on
roadsides, fencelines, correlate with
spraying activity, wind direction and
wind speed

Trend in area, intensity of activity as

determined in CAP
Method: opportunistic sightings

Trends in severity of impact
Method: BOM annual statistics
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14 APPENDIX Examples oResults Chains

NOTE:Relzt 104 / KIAya akKz2g | aASNASa 2F aAFXOGKSyYyXE

They are not a series of activity steps (Activities or Actions/Action steps are included within the Strategy).
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