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CHAPTER 13 
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Abstract  This paper provides a 30 year retrospective on the development of the adaptive 
management system for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (Australia). It describes the 
historical background, key influences and stages that paved the way to establishment of adaptive 
management. It outlines how effectiveness monitoring, evaluation and reporting are integrated 
with the management plan for the Area to establish an ongoing adaptive management cycle.  The 
chapter presents figures and tools for adaptive management, including 5 useful questions for 
guiding the integration of effectiveness monitoring, evaluation and reporting into management 
plans and programs. Strengths and weaknesses of the adaptive management system are discussed. 
Key lessons and insights distilled from this experience are offered, including the importance of 
planned monitoring of management effectiveness; the role of stakeholder assessments; and the 
factors that can assist in sustaining longterm strategic programs despite ongoing institutional 
change. The chapter concludes with suggestions for fostering an enabling environment for adaptive 
management. 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 ABOUT THIS CASE STUDY 

This chapter describes how effectiveness evaluation and reporting has been linked to 
management planning for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (Australia) to 
establish an ongoing adaptive management cycle.  The adaptive management cycle is 
supported by two key documents—the statutory management plan for the area; and a 
linked ‘State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report’ which evaluates the 
effectiveness of management under the plan, and identifies opportunities and proposed 
actions for improving management. 

The first comprehensive evaluation of management effectiveness for the area has been 
published (Parks and Wildlife Service, 2004) and the findings and recommendations are 
being used by the managing agency and others to guide adjustments to ongoing 
management.  The evaluation report is also being used by a variety of stakeholders as a 
consolidated reference source for detailed accurate information about management of the 
area. 

                                                      
 
1 Planner, performance evaluation and reporting, Parks and Wildlife Service, PO Box 1751 Hobart Tasmania 
7001 Australia.  www.parks.tas.gov.au.  The views expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not 
necessarily reflect the views of the Parks and Wildlife Service. 

http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/
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1.2 DEFINING TERMS 

The meanings of the following terms as used in this chapter are defined below. 

Adaptive management:  An approach that ensures management not only plans and carries 
out actions to achieve objectives, but also measures the results so that everyone can see 
what’s working and what’s not, and consequently make informed decisions and 
adjustments to enhance the achievement of objectives and the delivery of desired 
outcomes.   

The adaptive management process is well suited to evidence-based management 
approaches.  The process can accelerate organisational learning and improvement, and can 
also provide a mechanism for providing public transparency and accountability in 
management. 

Evidence-based management: An approach that deliberately grounds management 
decisions and practices on the latest and best available facts, especially as established by 
scientific method, rather than on untested suppositions, negotiated positions or long-
standing practice. 

Evidence-based management had its origins in medical practice and is now applied in a 
range of fields including education, public management, business, and increasingly 
environmental management. 

Management effectiveness: The extent to which management objectives are achieved. 

Evaluation: The structured gathering, documentation and critical review of evidence 
against criteria, such as management objectives, statements of management intent, and 
targets or limits for performance indicators to determine the quality and/or effectiveness of 
management.  The process of evaluation usually involves monitoring and documenting data 
and other evidence against the criteria, and identifying opportunities and 
recommendations for improving ongoing management. 

Assessment: A judgement or opinion expressed by a person or group of people, especially 
in relation to management performance.  The process of assessment usually involves the 
consideration of various aspects of management performance by relevant experts, staff, 
stakeholders, and users, and can involve the use of questionnaires or workshops. 

1.3 MANAGEMENT AREA AND CONTEXT 

The Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area is a vast and globally significant area of 
protected temperate wilderness located in southwestern Tasmania, Australia.  The area 
comprises approximately 1.38 million hectares (about 3.42 million acres) of contiguous 
National Parks and reserves, and covers approximately 20% of the island state of Tasmania. 

The conservation significance of the area has been formally recognised through listing as a 
World Heritage Site.  The core area was inscribed on the World Heritage list in 1982 on the 
basis of all four natural criteria and three cultural (Aboriginal) criteria, and an expanded 
area was accepted for listing in 1989. 

The area is managed under joint federal-state government arrangements.  The principal 
managing agency is the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service which, amongst other things, 
prepares and implements the statutory management plan for the area. 
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2. Development of the adaptive management system 

In Tasmania, as in most parts of the world, the concepts of effectiveness evaluation and 
adaptive management are relatively new to protected area management. 

Commencing in a time and context where there was no management awareness of, or 
resources for evaluation or adaptive management, the following section sets out the 
timeframe and the key influences and milestones that were vital to the development of the 
adaptive management system for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.  A 
relatively detailed account is provided because adaptive management is still rare in 
protected area management, and the demonstration of how adaptive management can 
progressively be built into management processes will assist the broader uptake of the 
approach. 

With hindsight, it can be seen there were five main stages in the development of the 
adaptive management system: 

1. Establishment of enabling management arrangements 

2. Capacity building 

3. Management planning 

4. Effectiveness evaluation and reporting 

5. Establishment and consolidation of adaptive management 

The story begins almost three decades ago, when Tasmania’s southwest wilderness was the 
centre of the nation’s biggest-ever conservation battle. 

The Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
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2.1 ESTABLISHMENT OF ENABLING MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS 

Legislation and High Court Decision  

In the early 1980s, public and political controversy concerning the planned construction of 
dams for hydro-electric power generation in Tasmania’s southwestern wilderness National 
Parks escalated dramatically and culminated in the proposed Franklin River dam becoming 
a state and federal election issue. 

Following a change in federal government, legislation was passed in 1983 which gave 
federal powers to prevent damage or destruction of World Heritage properties (World 
Heritage Properties Conservation Act 1983).  These powers applied to Tasmania’s recently 
listed wilderness World Heritage Site, and a State challenge through the High Court of 
Australia resulted in a legal decision that halted construction of the Franklin River dam. 

Establishment of Joint Federal-State Arrangements for Management   

This stormy history paved the way for the establishment of joint federal-state 
arrangements for management of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.  These 
arrangements, which continue today, include an inter-government Council of Ministers 
called the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Ministerial Council (TWWHAMC)2 
which includes Ministers from each of the Federal and State governments; a Standing 
Committee of government officials to advise the Ministerial Council and oversee policy, 
programs and administrative arrangements; and a 16-member external management 
advisory committee called the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Consultative 
Committee (TWWHACC) which reflects a broad range of community interests (including 
scientific, conservation, industry, Aboriginal and local government) to provide advice to the 
Ministerial Council and Standing Committee.  Half the members of the Committee are 
appointed by the State Government and half by the Federal Government, with the Chair 
and conservation advocate being appointed jointly by both governments. 

Significant Increase in Funding for Management   

Following the establishment of joint federal-state arrangements, funding for management 
of Tasmania’s World Heritage Area significantly increased.  For example, total funding for 
management of the area increased from less than $AU1million p.a. in the early 1980s to 
around $AU3 million p.a. by the mid 1980s, and subsequently rose to around $AU9 million 
p.a. in the mid 1990s.  Last financial year (2007-08), the budget was over $AU11 million. 

2.2 CAPACITY BUILDING 

Appointment of Additional Staff  

Significantly increased funding for management enabled extra staff to be appointed to 
assist management of the World Heritage Area.  The new staff included natural resource 
scientists, cultural heritage specialists and management planners.  This team increased the 
capacity of the managing agency to develop management systems and approaches which 
were informed by professional expertise and sound scientific inputs.  By 1991, 18 staff were 
employed in the professionally-based Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Division of the 

                                                      
 
2 More recently replaced by the Environment Protection and Heritage Council 
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managing agency, while a further 65 staff were employed in operationally-focused roles 
and field centres for the World Heritage Area. 

2.3 MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

Preparation of the First Statutory Management Plan 

Preparation of the first statutory management plan for the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area commenced in 1989.  The purpose of the management plan was to provide 
an explicit framework of objectives, policies and prescribed actions to guide long-term 
management of the entire World Heritage property, which covered a variety of reserves 
proclaimed under Tasmanian legislation, viz. ten state reserves (including five National 
Parks), nine conservation areas, and two protected archaeological sites. 

Advocacy by Key Management Advisory Committee  

for an Evaluative Approach to Management   

During development of the first management plan for the World Heritage Area, the key 
management advisory committee for the area (TWWHACC) saw the potential value of 
evaluation to ongoing management, and advocated for the adoption of an evaluative 
approach to management. 

Uptake of Evaluation by the Managing Agency  

Planning staff within the managing agency recognised and embraced the need for 
evaluation, and began to develop a way of evaluating management effectiveness.  Our 
focus was on evaluating management effectiveness rather than other aspects of 
management performance (such as process, inputs, activities etc).  The rationale was simply 
that if the fundamental purpose of management is to achieve objectives, then the principal 
measure of management performance should be the extent to which the management 
objectives are achieved (i.e. management effectiveness). 

Working in a context where there was low agency priority for evaluation, and no designated 
staff positions, we focussed effort on effectiveness evaluation as the best use of limited 
resources to guide adaptive management for better on-ground outcomes. 

An important first step in progressing the development of effectiveness evaluation was to 
include prescribed actions in the management plan for designing and implementing an 
evaluation system.  This was done, and the first statutory management plan for the World 
Heritage Area was approved in 1992 (Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1992). 

Clarification of Management Intent  

The next step in developing the evaluation system was to clarify the outcomes that 
management was seeking to achieve. 

A consultant with expertise in evaluation was engaged to work with staff of the managing 
agency to develop a framework for monitoring and evaluation which identified a range of 
outcomes and indicators of management effectiveness for the management plan.  The 
consultant’s report was submitted to the managing agency in 1994 (Hocking, 1994). 

Integration of Clear Statements of Management Intent into the Management Plan 

Drawing on the above report, formal statements of management intent (‘Key Desired 
Outcomes’) were included against each management objective in the next edition of the 
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statutory management plan (Parks and Wildlife Service, 1999).  This inclusion served several 
important purposes.  It ensured that: 

- the management intent of the plan was clear; 

- the statements of Key Desired Outcomes were subject to public review as part of 
the public consultation process for development of the management plan; 

- the statements of Key Desired Outcomes were formally endorsed and approved as 
part of the statutory management plan; 

- the statements of Key Desired Outcomes established a stable framework of criteria 
against which management effectiveness under the plan would be evaluated, 
thereby avoiding potential issues associated with ‘shifting goalposts’ (i.e. changing 
objectives). 

The contents of the management plan included: 

- management objectives and statements of Key Desired Outcomes; 

- prescribed management strategies and actions for achieving the objectives; 

- identified high priority areas for implementation (‘Key Focus Areas’); 

- a formal process for considering new proposals which were not covered by the plan; 

- requirements for monitoring, evaluating and reporting on management 
performance; 

- requirements for review of the management plan. 

2.4 EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION AND REPORTING 

Preparation of the First Evaluation of Management Effectiveness 

Preparation of the first evaluation of management effectiveness for the Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area commenced in 1999.  Tools and templates for evaluation 
were developed and measured data and other evidence which addressed identified needs 
for evaluation were collated and reported e.g. through evaluated case study reports; 
geographical information system (GIS) mapping, and preparation of text, tables, figures, 
and photographs.  Where feasible, identified gaps in data for evaluation were addressed 
through new projects (e.g. market research polls of public opinion).  Key stakeholders 
closely associated with management were also invited to provide assessments and critical 
comment on management performance through targeted questionnaires. 

Linkages with International Initiatives in Evaluation  

As planning staff progressed the development of methodologies and tools for evaluating 
management effectiveness, linkages were established with national and international 
initiatives aimed at advancing evaluation for protected area management (e.g. the World 
Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) Management Effectiveness Task Force; and the 
Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC) 
Benchmarking and Best Practice Program).  These linkages resulted in the experience and 
lessons learnt from Tasmania’s work in evaluation being reflected in the best practice 
guidelines developed by these bodies (Best Practice in Parks Management Planning, 2000; 
Hockings et al, 2000; and Best Practice in Park Management, 2002). 



7 

International conferences and expert workshops in evaluation of protected areas provided 
important opportunities for presenting and sharing Tasmania’s evaluation approaches and 
progress, and for gaining an understanding of the global context of evaluation in protected 
area management.  These forums also provided a valuable catalyst for establishing ongoing 
professional networks in evaluation, and for preparing papers which captured progress and 
lessons to date e.g. Jones and Dunn (Hocking) 2000; Jones 2000, 2003, 2005; Day et al. 
2002; and The Nature Conservancy 2005. 

Ongoing Support for Evaluation by Management Advisory Committees 

Firm ongoing support for the agency’s evaluation initiative by key external management 
advisory committees played a critically important role in maintaining the continuity of the 
evaluation program through potentially destabilising departmental restructures and other 
changes.  For example, advisory committees championed budget allocations for evaluation, 
wrote letters of support for the program to senior government Ministers, and gave public 
recognition to the agency’s leadership in evaluation through speeches and media releases. 

Publication of the First ‘State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report’   

Publication of the full findings of the evaluation of management effectiveness was 
approved by the Director for National Parks and Wildlife, and the report was launched in 
2004 under the title ‘State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area – an 
evaluation of management effectiveness. Report No 1, 2004 (Parks and Wildlife Service, 
2004). 

The report presents over 300 pages of detailed information, data, maps and photos which 
document the extent to which management under the first statutory management plan 
achieved its objectives. 

A separate summary report was also published to provide a brief overview of the key 
findings and recommendations of the evaluation.  This booklet proved popular with the 
public and also provided a convenient reference source for senior managers and 
government. 

The contents of the full report include: 

- scientific data and other evidence of management effectiveness against the 
objectives and Key Desired Outcomes; 

- information and professional advice from specialists in natural and cultural heritage; 

- the views of the general public and on-site visitors to the area; 

- assessments and critical comment on management performance by internal and 
external stakeholders closely associated with management of the area; 

- an overall indication of management effectiveness against each objective of the 
management plan by the managing agency; and 

- identified opportunities and proposed actions for enhancing management 
performance. 

The report consolidated a vast amount of information and data about management 
matters.  Publication of the full findings and data provided the evidence which underpinned 
the conclusions and recommendations of the report.  This transparency established a high 
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level of credibility for the evaluation, and contributed to general community acceptance of 
the findings. 

The evaluation report has established a sound reference platform of data against which 
future management progress can be compared.  This has laid the foundation for 
transparent evidence-based adaptive management for the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area into the future. 

External Recognition for the Evaluation Report 

‘Feedback is a gift’; and the right feedback from the right people at the right time can play a 
pivotal role in nurturing management initiatives and programs.  External recognition for the 
‘State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report’ contributed significantly to 
local acceptance of evaluation as an integral component of protected area management.  
External recognition included: 

- acclaim for the significance and value of the evaluation report by a wide range of 
local, national and international authorities; 

- recognition through a range of prestigious awards for innovation and excellence of 
management planning and evaluation for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage 
Area (including the Australian Planning Minister’s Award for overall winner across all 
categories of the 2003 PIA National Awards for Planning Excellence for the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 1999; and the 2005 
Australasian Evaluation Society’s Caulley Tulloch Award for best publication in 
evaluation for the State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report). 

- general community acceptance of the evaluation’s findings, which was reflected in 
neutral to positive media coverage for the report and a media focus on the issues 
identified in the report; 

- local and international interest in, and uptake of, Tasmania’s adaptive management 
approaches, figures and tools. 

2.5 ESTABLISHMENT AND CONSOLIDATION OF ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 

Global Recognition of Evaluation as a Key Strategic Direction 

for Protected Area Management 

Explicit recognition—both internationally and nationally—of effectiveness evaluation as a 
key strategic direction for protected area management fostered increasing agency 
awareness of the role of evaluation in protected area management.  (For example, the 
importance of evaluation for protected area management was expressed by the Vth IUCN 
World Parks Congress (2003); the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Programme of Works 
on Protected Areas COP7 Decision VII/28; and in ‘Directions for the National Reserves 
System’ (Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council 2005); ‘The National Reserves 
System Programme 2006 Evaluation’ (Gilligan 2006); and was recommended by the 
Australian Senate Report on National Parks, Conservation Reserves and Marine Protected 
Areas (Standing Committee on Environment, Communications, Information Technology and 
the Arts, 2007). 
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Establishment of a Designated Staff Position for Evaluation 

In 2005, the managing agency formally recognised the role of evaluation in protected area 
management through the establishment of a staff position with designated duties and 
responsibilities for performance monitoring, evaluation and reporting.  This significantly 
increased security for the continuity and ongoing development of effectiveness evaluation 
and adaptive management for Tasmania’s National Parks and Reserves. 

Uptake and Application of the Findings and Recommendations of Evaluation 

The ‘State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report’ is providing an 
informed basis for guiding improvements in management.  In particular, the managing 
agency is using the findings and recommendations of evaluation to guide adjustments in 
the content of the next edition of the statutory management plan (currently in 
preparation).  Prescribed actions in the new draft plan are specifically addressing the 
opportunities for improvement identified by the evaluation e.g. through establishment of a 
cross-agency program to address illegal activities; and through establishment of a new Key 
Focus Area for key threatening processes (including fire, disease, introduced animals & 
plants, and climate change).  These responses mark the practical implementation of 
adaptive management.  Feedback from evaluation is being used to adjust ongoing 
management to better achieve objectives. 

Consolidation and Ongoing Development of Adaptive Management 

The managing agency is continuing to consolidate the adaptive management system, and to 
broaden application of the adaptive management approach to all Tasmanian National Parks 
and Reserves.  Ongoing work is focusing on: 

- developing a Tasmanian reserves monitoring and reporting system; 

- fostering staff engagement in the adaptive management process through evaluated 
case studies of selected reserve management projects; 

- developing web-based tools and templates to support adaptive management and 
continuous reporting on management effectiveness; 

- integrating adaptive management into ‘enduring’ agency systems and processes e.g. 
through Information Management Systems. 

3. Figures and tools for adaptive management 

The following figures and tools have been developed to communicate the concepts of 
adaptive management to staff and stakeholders, and to foster the practical application of 
adaptive management to protected area management. 

The figures and tools are: 

1. The adaptive management cycle 

2. Five useful questions for planners and managers 

3. Reporting template for evaluated case studies 

4. Performance snapshot 

5. Framework for performance management 
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3.1 THE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT CYCLE 

The adaptive management cycle (Figure 13.1) illustrates how effectiveness monitoring, 
evaluation and reporting can be integrated into an overall cycle of management to support 
evidence-based adaptive management. 

 

Fig. 13.1  The adaptive management cycle (Jones, 2005b) 

 

The adaptive management process begins with determining the management objectives 
and articulating clear statements of management intent against each objective e.g. through 
formal statements of Key Desired Outcomes.  With the objectives and key desired 
outcomes clearly articulated, management can focus on developing and implementing 
appropriate strategies and actions to achieve the objectives and deliver the desired 
outcomes. 

Monitoring and evaluation is undertaken to reveal how management is progressing in 
relation to the objectives and Key Desired Outcomes.  The findings and recommendations 
of evaluation are reported at appropriate point/s in the management cycle to inform and 
guide review of the management plan and/or other decisions affecting management 
directions, priorities and budgets etc.  Summary Reports and/or special briefings can ensure 
decision-makers have timely, ready access to the key findings and recommendations of 
evaluation. 

The period of the adaptive management cycle should suit the management context and 
purpose.  In the case of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, the period of the 
management cycle is about 10 years (the term of the management plan) with a mid-term 
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limited review at the 5-year point for minor adjustments.  Long-term management and 
monitoring programs will span multiple iterations of the adaptive management cycle. 

The adaptive management cycle for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
operates through two key documents – the Management Plan for the area; and a linked 
State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report which evaluates the 
effectiveness of management under the plan and identifies opportunities and proposed 
actions for improving management.  The Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
Management Plan (Parks and Wildlife Service, 1999) and the first comprehensive 
evaluation of management effectiveness (State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area – an evaluation of management effectiveness Report No. 1 2004) are 
available online at <http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=6174>.  The findings and 
recommendations of the evaluation are used to guide adjustments in management actions 
and arrangements to better achieve objectives.  For example, adaptive responses can 
include: 

- immediate adjustments to operational activities; 

- adjustments to strategic management directions and priorities; 

- budget processes and resource allocations which take account of the findings of 
evaluation, e.g. by providing ongoing support for management programs that have 
been demonstrated to be effective; and by considering the relative merits of 
increasing or redirecting effort to, or from, areas of weak performance; 

- adjustments to management arrangements related to identified positive and 
negative factors affecting management performance; 

- targeting identified critical gaps in information required for sound management; and 

- adjustments to the content of the next edition of the management plan. 

In addition, the findings of evaluation contribute to ongoing organisational learning which 
informs continuous improvement in management practice. 

3.2 FIVE USEFUL QUESTIONS FOR PLANNERS AND MANAGERS 

The following five questions assist program planners and managers to integrate 
effectiveness monitoring and evaluation into the design of management plans or programs.  
Ideally, these questions should be considered during the early phases of program planning 
and approval. 

1.  ‘What would we expect to see if management was working well?’  And the converse 
question: ‘What would we expect to see if management was NOT working well?’ 

The answers to these questions assist in developing clear statements of management intent 
(Key Desired Outcomes) and also assist in identifying appropriate performance indicators.  
Note that the main purpose of the converse question is to identify any additional issues 
that need to be reflected in the statements of management intent. 

Statements of management intent help to focus management effort on achieving identified 
desired outcomes, and establish an explicit framework for evaluating the effectiveness of 
management. 

Formal objectives for protected area management are often worded in general terms (as in 
the mandates of legislation or in management plans), and it is important for managers to 

http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=6174
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provide an operational interpretation of these objectives.  By carefully considering what 
management success and failure would be likely to look like, managers can articulate 
clearer and more specific statements of management intent. 

As an example, Objective 6 of the management plan for the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area is ‘To assist people to appreciate and enjoy the World Heritage Area in ways 
that are compatible with the conservation of its natural and cultural values, and that enrich 
visitor experience’.  Key Desired Outcomes for this objective are: 

- KDO 6.1 Ecologically sustainable management of human use of the World Heritage 
Area to within acceptable, and where necessary defined limits. 

- KDO 6.2 High levels of community and visitor satisfaction with: 

- The range and quality of recreational opportunities and facilities 
available; 

- The operations and services of the Parks & Wildlife Service, licensed 
tour operators, and concessionaires; and 

- The quality of their experience in the World Heritage Area. 

- KDO 6.3 Cooperation of visitors and other users with the Parks & Wildlife Service, 
especially in caring for the World Heritage Area, its values, and assets. 

Note that in poorly understood ecosystems (such as marine protected areas) it may be 
difficult to know where to begin in developing meaningful statements of Key Desired 
Outcomes.  In such cases, it can be helpful to refocus the question to consider ‘What is 
needed in order to progress the identification of Key Desired Outcomes?’  For example, the 
acquisition of basic knowledge about natural resources, impacts and/or ecosystem 
processes may be a necessary intermediate step towards developing clear statements of 
the ultimate desired outcomes. 

2. ‘What could we monitor or measure (or photograph, or map, or survey etc) to reveal 
the outcomes that are being delivered?’ 

The answers to this question help to identify a range of potential performance indicators 
that could be used to monitor management effectiveness. 

If it is important to detect and/or demonstrate change over time (e.g. as a result of the 
management strategy or program etc), it is necessary to document the baseline or 
reference situation prior to commencing the management intervention.  This may simply 
mean ensuring that ‘before’ photos are taken as well as ‘after’ photos so that changes can 
be documented and demonstrated.  In some cases, fixed point photographic sequences and 
long-term aerial photographic monitoring can provide relatively low cost and easily 
demonstrable changes in on-ground outcomes.  Management interventions that result in 
significant changes over short periods of time are relatively straightforward to 
demonstrate; however, where changes are slow and subtle, it can be challenging to know 
when sufficient time has elapsed to properly evaluate the effects of the management 
intervention. 
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3.  ‘Where would we realistically expect to see improvements or changes if management 
was working well?’  And the converse question: ‘Where would we realistically expect to 
see things getting worse or changing if management was not working well?’ 

The answers to these questions assist in identifying ‘Indicators of Change’, i.e. indicators 
that are sensitive to positive or negative change in management performance.  These 
indicators suggest high priorities for monitoring programs. 

As funding levels are rarely, if ever, sufficient to support a full and comprehensive 
monitoring program, careful choices need to be made to prioritise resources towards those 
indicators that are most likely to provide valuable feedback for guiding adaptive 
management. 

Monitoring programs that detect hypothesised changes in management outcomes can 
provide important feedback about whether management strategies or programs are 
working as intended.  For example, monitoring may reveal that the management strategy is 
delivering the anticipated changes and so provide endorsement for continuing the strategy.  
Alternatively, monitoring may reveal that the management strategy is not delivering the 
anticipated outcomes and so needs to be reviewed and changed.  Monitoring may also be 
used to differentiate between two different hypothesised trajectories of outcomes from a 
particular management strategy, and so contribute to organisation learning about how the 
managed system works.  Nevertheless, there are times when the interpretation of observed 
results can be difficult and in some cases it may not be possible to conclude whether the 
observed change is due to the management intervention or an independent event e.g. it 
may be a ‘chance event’ or a transitional occurrence that will change again over time. 

4.  How will the findings of monitoring and evaluation be reported and/or used? 

The answers to this question help to ensure that the findings of monitoring and evaluation 
are useful and used. 

The process of adaptive management relies on the findings and recommendations of 
evaluation feeding back into and influencing ongoing management.  Consideration needs to 
be given to how this feedback and learning can best be achieved in the particular 
management context.  For example, the findings and recommendations of evaluation may 
be used to: 

- inform and guide reviews of the management plan/ strategic plan/program etc to 
improve its effectiveness; 

- inform budget processes and resource allocations, e.g. through considering the 
relative merits of various programs in terms of their effectiveness and/or relevance 
to management objectives; 

- provide transparency and accountability in management through public reporting of 
the findings of evaluations (e.g. through Annual Reports; State of Parks Reports; 
Periodic Reports on World Heritage Properties etc.); 

- contribute to broader staff and community understanding and engagement in the 
adaptive management process. 

5. Who will be responsible for doing the monitoring, evaluation and reporting (including 
design of the monitoring program, data collection, data analysis and management, overall 
coordination and quality control, etc)? 
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The answers to this question assist in identifying the roles, responsibilities and resources 
required for monitoring, evaluation and reporting. 

For most protected area managers—perhaps most managers generally—effectiveness 
monitoring, evaluation and reporting is the ‘missing link’, the part of the iterative 
management process that just doesn’t get done.  As effectiveness evaluation for protected 
areas is still in its infancy worldwide, there is often no established practice of allocating 
funding and resources for evaluation.  This needs to change.  Realistic levels of resources 
and priority for effectiveness monitoring, evaluation and reporting are an essential 
ingredient of sound adaptive management. 

3.3 REPORTING TEMPLATE FOR EVALUATED CASE STUDIES 

The selection of a relatively small number of case studies of reserve management for 
detailed monitoring, evaluation and reporting on management effectiveness can be a 
practical and useful way of investing limited resources for monitoring and evaluation to 
gain significant returns in organisational learning for adaptive management. 

The process of prioritising and selecting case studies for monitoring and evaluation will be 
affected by many factors.  However, key considerations include the extent to which the 
management project or program is considered likely to contribute to organisational 
learning for adaptive management.  For example, a ‘good’ case study is likely to contribute 
to organisational learning by providing: 

- an example of effective management which can serve as a model for others to 
emulate; 

- feedback about the effectiveness of a major or significant reserve management 
project or initiative; or 

- monitoring data that will increase understanding about an unresolved or emerging 
management issue. 

In addition, the selection of a suite of case studies for evaluation should aim to provide a 
balance of projects across the range of management objectives and responsibilities. 

The use of a standardised template for reporting the monitored results of evaluated case 
studies serves several important purposes.  For example, it: 

- assists managers to plan and integrate effectiveness monitoring and evaluation into 
the design of conservation management programs and projects so that their 
effectiveness can be determined and documented; 

- establishes a consistent format for reporting the monitored results of a diverse 
range of management programs and projects (e.g. dealing with different issues in 
different reserves); and 

- provides an easily accessible summary of the effectiveness of conservation 
management programs for policy-makers, funders, and the broader community. 

A standard template for reporting the monitored results of evaluated case studies of 
reserve management is provided in Figure 13.2.   
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REPORTING TEMPLATE FOR EVALUATED CASE STUDIES 
 
PROJECT NAME: 
About the threat or issue: Brief description of the issue, what causes it, and what reserve values 
are affected by it.  Photos and maps as appropriate (including captions & credits). 
Background to management:  Brief history of the issue and its management prior to the current 
period. 
Overall management goal:  Brief statement (e.g. one sentence) of what management is aiming to 
achieve. 
Management actions and significant events over the management period:  Bullet points of key 
management actions and any significant external events that may have affected the outcomes.  
Photos of management activities as appropriate. 
 
MONITORED RESULTS FOR PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Performance 
Indicators 

Targets or Limits Detected Changes over the 
Management Period 

1. CONDITION INDICATORS 

Indicator 1:  Name the 
performance indicator 
and describe how the 
indicator is monitored. 

Target or limit for indicator:  State any 
target or limit that has been established 
for the indicator.  If a meaningful target 
has not been established, simply state 
‘no target established’, ‘target under 
development’, or ‘tracking only’. 
Assessment of performance:  How will 
performance against the standard be 
determined? 

Results: Describe any changes 
or trends detected for the 
monitored indicator i.e. any 
increase or decrease in the 
measured data; or evidence of 
stability. 

Indicator 2:  As for above. Insert additional rows as required 

2. PRESSURE INDICATORS  As for above 

3. OTHER INDICATORS (e.g. social or economic indicators)  As for above 

 
OUTCOMES:  Bullet points of the key outcomes that have been delivered.  Identify any further 
anticipated outcomes. 
Investment in this project:  Brief summary of the nature, level and sources of investment in this 
project, e.g. funding, staffing, volunteers. 
Commentary on management performance: Bullet points of key factors that have contributed 
positively to, and/or have limited or threatened, management performance over the period.  
Suggestions for improving management effectiveness; lessons learnt and/or other comments 
relevant to ongoing management. 
Sources of information and/or comment: Contact details of all sources.  Photo of key personnel. 
Last updated:  Date this report was prepared and/or most recently checked and updated. 
For more information:  Links to more detailed sources of information, e.g. websites, references. 
Photo gallery, appendices:  Additional photos, maps and tables as appropriate. 
 

Fig. 13.2  Simplified reporting template for evaluated case studies 
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This template can be used to plan and report on the effectiveness of management 
programs or strategies in achieving management objectives.  To see worked examples of 
evaluated case studies, refer to sections 4.10.2, 4.10.3 and 5.7 of the ‘State of the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Report’ (Parks and Wildlife Service 2004), 
available online at <http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=6174>. 

Note that a well-coordinated program of evaluated case studies requires appropriate 
coordination, quality control, and professional advice and support for the project managers 
of evaluated case studies. 

3.4 PERFORMANCE SNAPSHOT 

The Performance Snapshot tool (illustrated below) provides a simple ‘traffic light’ system 
for summarising and presenting the findings of monitoring in relation to identified 
performance standards e.g. as established by the Framework for Performance Management 
(see following section).  Green, red and amber traffic light symbols are used to provide 
readers with an easily accessible overview of how management is performing in relation to 
identified targets and limits, and to identify any issues that need to be addressed by 
management in order to achieve the desired results. 

The basis for assigning traffic light symbols to the monitored performance data, and the 
implications for management, are outlined in Table 13.1 below. 

In the event that monitoring data are inadequate to inform a sound assessment of 
performance (e.g. the data are old, out-of-date, incomplete), a hatched overlay can be used 
to denote uncertainty about the traffic light symbol.  Where no data are available to inform 
an assessment of performance, a white traffic light symbol can be used. 

This tool was developed from a staff concept for a simple traffic-light system to guide 
sustainable management of the Overland Track, Tasmania’s most popular long-distance 
walking track.  While the performance management system for the Overland Track is 
currently under development, performance indicators are likely to include the monitored 
condition of walking tracks, water quality parameters, and social indicators. 

http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=6174
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Table. 13.1  Performance snapshot 

 
Assessed performance Implications for management 

and monitoring 

 

GREEN - Management on target: Indicator (or 
all indicators) within the green target zone. 

Management: Management is on target and is 
achieving the desired results.  Current 
management approach is endorsed, 
although minor adjustments may be 
warranted if there is a declining trend. 

Monitoring: Requires only low level periodic 
monitoring to affirm the stability of the 
performance status. 

 

AMBER - Caution/ some cause for concern: 
One or more indicators outside the target 
zone but still within an acceptable range.  
May also include indicators in the 
unsustainable/ unacceptable zone provided 
they demonstrate measured evidence of an 
improving trend.   
 

Management: Requires ongoing management review 
and corrective action as appropriate to 
bring performance into target zone.  

Monitoring:  Requires regular ongoing monitoring.  

 

RED - Unsustainable/unacceptable: One or 
more indicators in the unsustainable/ 
unacceptable zone. 

Management: Requires focused management 
attention and significant change to 
bring performance into acceptable 
range. 

Monitoring: Requires regular ongoing monitoring. 

 

HATCHED OVERLAY: Data deficient/ uncertain 
result: Assessment based on old/out-of-date 
data or incomplete data to support a sound 
assessment of performance.   

Management: Requires a precautionary approach until 
more data become available. 

 
Monitoring: Priorities for baseline monitoring and 

repeat surveys need to be kept under 
review as part of the ongoing 
monitoring program. 

 

 WHITE - No data to support an assessment  

 

3.5 FRAMEWORK FOR PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 

The Framework for Performance Management (Figure 13.3 below) provides a structured 
approach to monitoring and adaptively managing performance to specified standards.  This 
tool is suitable for application where the management system is sufficiently advanced to be 
able to identify appropriate targets and/or limits for performance indicators; and where the 
aim—and commitment—of management is to achieve the identified standards.  Of course, 
this approach is only suitable where management has the capacity to influence the factors 
affecting management performance. 

By identifying targets and limits for monitored performance indicators, three zones of 
management performance are established: 

1. the target zone, where management performance is within the desired range of 
measurements for the performance indicator; 

2. a cautionary zone, where performance is less than desirable but still within an 
acceptable range of measurements for the performance indicator; and  

3. an unacceptable/unsustainable zone, where performance is outside the defined 
limit of acceptable performance for the performance indicator, and is deemed to be 
unacceptable. 

The boundaries between these zones are trigger points which prompt corrective actions 
and/or major review and significant change in order to restore performance to the required 
standard.  For example, in Figure 13.3, Indicator 1 is stable within the green Target Zone 
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and demonstrates that management is achieving the desired results.  Indicator 2 has 
declined from the Target Zone into the amber Cautionary Zone and this prompts 
management to implement corrective actions to halt the decline and return performance to 
the desired range.  Indicator 3 has continued to decline from the Cautionary Zone into the 
red Unsustainable/Unacceptable Zone and this is the trigger for major review and 
significant change to management to address unacceptable performance. 

To be successful, performance management systems must be underpinned by adequate 
and secure management and funding arrangements that provide the capacity to respond 
promptly and effectively to any breaches of the trigger points.  Prior identification of agreed 
management responses and responsibilities in the event that a trigger point is breached is 
highly desirable and will significantly increase the likelihood that management will 
successfully deliver the desired results.  In the absence of these enabling arrangements, a 
common but undesirable response to breaches of performance standards is for the 
management standards to be lowered and/or the performance management system to be 
allowed to lapse. 

The Framework for Performance Management was developed to support sustainable 
management of walking tracks to specified standards, but is suitable for a wide range of 
applications. 

 

 

Fig. 13.3  The framework for performance management 

 

4. Discussion 

4.1 PRACTICAL BENEFITS OF THE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT APPROACH 

Overall, establishment of the adaptive management system for the Tasmanian Wilderness 
World Heritage Area has achieved a more integrated and strategic approach to achieving 
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long-term desired outcomes.  Tangible benefits and changes associated with adopting an 
adaptive management approach include: 

 Managers and other decision-makers have a better and more readily accessible 
information resource to support good decision-making.  In particular, the findings 
and recommendations of evaluation are being used to guide decisions and 
adjustments which are expected to improve the achievement of management 
objectives. 

 All stakeholders now have ready access to detailed accurate information about 
management matters.  This major shift in information sharing has benefited 
stakeholders directly by increasing transparency and public accountability of 
management.  This is contributing to more informed public involvement in 
management planning processes for the area.  Increased transparency may also be 
indirectly benefiting the managing agency as the broader community becomes more 
familiar with the nature and relevance of its work. 

 Application of an evaluative approach to preparation of the management plan for 
the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area resulted in a more systematic and 
transparent linkage between management objectives and prescribed actions in the 
plan.  In doing so, it brought to light several gaps that had previously existed 
between management responsibilities and management actions, which were 
consequently rectified. 

 The findings of evaluated case studies of reserve management have in some cases 
strongly influenced management decisions and the allocation of management 
resources, which has resulted in demonstrably improved management outcomes, 
e.g. adaptive management of serious riverbank erosion on the lower Gordon River 
achieved the cessation of erosion in some areas and dramatically decreased rates of 
erosion in others.  (Nonetheless in some other cases, the findings of evaluation have 
not as yet been acted upon, e.g. in relation to measured evidence of increasing 
degradation from walker impacts in some areas.) 

 The process and findings of monitoring and evaluation have in some cases ‘taken 
the heat’ out of management decision-making through the systematic collection and 
use of information for decision-making, and the transparency of that process.  In 
other cases, while not achieving resolution of controversial issues, the process has 
served to highlight social and/or political barriers to proposed management actions. 

 Establishment of the adaptive management system is gradually bringing about 
positive change in the way the managing agency is approaching its roles and 
responsibilities for reserve management.  For example: 

- the managing agency is increasingly taking responsibility for articulating 
and focusing on the outcomes it is seeking to achieve, and for evaluating 
the quality of its strategies and actions in relation to these goals; 

- there is a declining reliance on the paradigm of ‘trust us, we’re the experts’ 
and a growing focus on being able to document and demonstrate the 
results of management, e.g. through evaluation reports and evaluated case 
studies of reserve management; 

- the simple knowledge that implementation and effectiveness of the 
management plan is being monitored and evaluated has in some cases 
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acted as a prompt to invigorate and maintain staff focus on implementing 
the management plan’s prescriptions; 

- the process of reporting on management effectiveness is driving a more 
systematic approach to information collection, collation and presentation, 
e.g. through the use of standardised reporting templates, data mapping, 
and the integration of effectiveness monitoring and evaluation into the 
design of management projects. 

 The Australian government was able to cite Tasmania’s adaptive management 
system and related documents as evidence of the high standard of management 
tools used to conserve and manage the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
in its State Party Report to the UNESCO World Heritage Committee Decision WHC-
06/30.COM/7B (Australian Government, 2007). 

 Nationally and internationally, the demonstration of a practical system of adaptive 
management for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area is being used as a 
model for the broader application of performance-based management approaches 
to protected area management. 

4.2 KEY FACTORS AFFECTING MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE 

In addition to the feedback provided by measured evidence of management effectiveness, 
understanding the factors that affect management performance can also provide important 
feedback to the adaptive management process by suggesting how management 
performance can be maintained and/or enhanced.  The identification of positive influences 
on management performance suggests factors that should continue to be supported in 
order to maintain performance, while the identification of negative influences suggests 
factors that should be addressed in order to improve performance. 

As part of the evaluation of management effectiveness for the Tasmanian Wilderness 
World Heritage Area, key stakeholders closely associated with management of the area 
were invited to identify the key factors that had contributed positively and negatively to 
management performance over the term of the management plan.  The stakeholders for 
this assessment included the external management advisory committee for the World 
Heritage Area (TWWHACC); the federal agency with responsibilities for World Heritage 
management; the representative organisation of the Tasmanian Aboriginal community; and 
staff of the then managing agency (including natural and cultural heritage specialists, 
planning and operational staff, and senior managers). 

The following findings of that assessment are broadly relevant to protected area 
management elsewhere, and are therefore of interest to those with interests or 
responsibilities for protected area management. 

Positive Factors 

The key factors that stakeholders identified as having contributed positively to 
management performance for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area over the 
management period were (in descending order of frequency of mention by stakeholders): 

- the level of Federal–State funding for management; 

- public support and cooperation in management; 

- good staff; 
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- an effective World Heritage Area Consultative Committee; 

- a good management plan and key management strategies; 

- good science; and 

- no major wildfires over the period. 

Negative Factors 

The key factors stakeholders identified as having limited or threatened management 
performance were: 

- inadequate resources and uncertainty of future funding; 

- inadequate community engagement and support; 

- political decisions were not always consistent with World Heritage management 
objectives; 

- slow response/low priority to management of impacts and threats to values; 

- inadequacy of fire management; and 

- delays with site plans. 

In some cases, the same or similar factors were identified as having both supported and 
limited or threatened management performance e.g. funding and public support.  While 
this initially appears a paradox, these findings simply reflect the strong correlation that 
exists between these factors and performance across the full range.  Identification of the 
same factor as a key positive and negative influence also prompts a closer examination of 
how and why these factors are exerting their influences.  In the case of funding, stakeholder 
assessments drew attention not only to the importance of the level of funding to 
management performance, but also to the importance of the ongoing security of funding. 

Stakeholders identified the absence of major fires over the management period as a key 
factor which contributed positively to management performance, yet also identified the 
inadequacy of fire management as a key threatening factor.  Again, the apparent paradox 
can be understood by a closer examination of the issues.  The managing agency (along with 
other stakeholders) recognised that fire is arguably the greatest realistic threat that could 
cause rapid, large-scale major ecological impacts to the area.  However, they also 
recognised that luck plays a significant role in the nature and success of fire management 
operations in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.  For example, on a single 
day—Christmas Eve of 1998—lightning started four separate fires in the World Heritage 
Area.  However these, and every other potentially major fire over the management period, 
were doused by following rains, which avoided significant impacts.  So while there were no 
major wildfires over the management period, staff and stakeholders recognised that there 
is a continuing significant risk of major impacts from wildfires, and considered that the 
existing level of knowledge and preparedness for fire management was inadequate. 

Stakeholders’ assessments of the key factors affecting management performance led to the 
development of proposed actions for enhancing management performance, some of which 
are currently being addressed. 
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4.3 STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Strengths of the Adaptive Management System 

Key strengths of Tasmania’s adaptive management system are: 

 it delivers a transparent and credible evaluation of management effectiveness which 
provides an informed basis for guiding improvements in management; 

 the transparency of the adaptive management process—including publication of 
detailed evidence of management effectiveness—provides for transparency and 
accountability in management and this helps foster community understanding and 
trust in management; 

 the evaluation methodology takes account of both measured evidence of 
effectiveness and stakeholders’ assessments of management performance, and this 
combination of approaches provides a balanced view of management performance; 

 the adaptive management cycle ‘gets monitoring and evaluation to happen’.  
Despite widespread acknowledgement of the importance of evaluation to sound 
adaptive management, evaluations of protected area management are still rare.  
Where they are undertaken, planning for the evaluation often only commences 
after-the-event of management.  Such evaluations are usually severely limited by 
the lack of relevant time-series measured data to inform effectiveness evaluation.  
The adaptive management cycle ensures that performance indicators are identified 
early in the management cycle so that appropriate monitoring programs can be 
established to generate the data required for informed evaluations. 

 evaluation of management effectiveness provides a basis for recognising successful 
management programs and strategies, and importantly for recognising the people 
behind those programs. 

 the adaptive management process is ‘owned’ by the managing agency, and this 
confers a range of practical advantages for growing an organisational culture of 
adaptive management and continuous improvement.  For example, the managing 
agency is often more readily able to: 

- develop and/or modify management processes, systems and tools to 
integrate and embed an ongoing adaptive management cycle; 

- understand and take account of changes in the management context, 
issues and operational constraints and so tailor and adjust the adaptive 
management program to ensure it remains relevant and viable over time; 

- develop in-depth detailed knowledge of the conservation values and 
management issues in the area; 

- establish long-term monitoring programs for performance indicators and 
so provide the necessary data for informed evaluations; 

- ensure that data sets and information management systems are developed 
and maintained over the long-term; 

- access the data and the professional and technical support usually 
available within government agencies e.g. for GIS manipulations and map 
generation etc; and 
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- facilitate the uptake of the findings and recommendations of evaluation 
into ongoing management decisions, processes and policy. 

Weaknesses of the Adaptive Management System 

Weaknesses or disadvantages of Tasmania’s adaptive management system include: 

 internal (‘first party’) evaluations can sometimes be less objective and credible than 
independent (‘third party’) assessments.  In particular, governments and/or 
managing agencies can find it particularly challenging to publish the full results of an 
evaluation especially in the event that the evaluation reveals performance has been 
very poor in one or more areas, or generally poor across several areas of 
management responsibility.  In these circumstances there can be a temptation for 
some degree of ‘bureaucratic cleansing’ to make the results—and the managers—
look better.  An explicit commitment by management to ‘truth and honesty in 
reporting’ reduces this risk; however it is important to recognise that this risk exists 
and may in some cases significantly degrade the value and integrity of an evaluation.  
Full disclosure of the findings and evidence underpinning an evaluation significantly 
increases the credibility of the evaluation and reflects well on the integrity of the 
managers.  Nonetheless, a separate and complementary role exists for periodic 
independent audit and review of management to examine overall standards of 
practice, including the extent to which the organisation may be distorting 
information to avoid disclosing unfavourable matters (Bella 1987, 1992, 2000). 

 evidence-based adaptive management usually involves long timeframes and a 
relatively high level of investment of resources.  For example, the process of 
adaptive management involves sound strategic planning, long-term monitoring 
programs, and well-targeted scientific and other specialist inputs.  These activities 
require significant professional capacity and secure ongoing funding arrangements.  
The benefits of adaptive management are significant and enduring—including better 
on-ground outcomes—however, adequate and secure ongoing resources are 
needed to support the programs that deliver adaptive management. 

 managers everywhere tend to give priority to urgent short-term needs over 
important long-term needs, and this bias disadvantages the long-term strategic 
programs that support adaptive management.  Management planning, monitoring 
and evaluation are key components of sound adaptive management, yet these 
programs are often under-resourced, and also seem to be at greater risk of having 
their allocated resources diverted to meet immediate ad hoc needs.  Long-term 
funding arrangements that quarantine staff and funding resources for adaptive 
management and its associated programs help to provide ongoing security and 
consistency of focus for these programs. 

 the long-term strategic nature of monitoring and evaluation programs for adaptive 
management makes them particularly vulnerable to disruption associated with 
institutional change, as discussed later. 

4.4 LESSONS 

Monitoring for Adaptive Management 

Good quality scientific inputs and monitored evidence of management effectiveness are 
cornerstones of sound adaptive management for protected areas. 
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Monitoring for adaptive management sometimes aligns well with monitoring programs for 
other purposes, such as science-driven research.  However this is not always the case, so it 
is important for protected area managers to clearly identify management’s needs for 
monitoring.  This helps to ensure that well-targeted monitoring programs for adaptive 
management are established and implemented. 

Monitoring programs for the purposes of adaptive management for protected area 
management are likely to be focused on measuring evidence about: 

- the effectiveness of key management projects, strategies and programs; 

- the condition of reserves and reserve values (including restoration of degraded 
values); 

- the nature, extent and severity of threats, risks and impacts on reserves and their 
values (including new and emerging threats); 

- the level and nature of human use in reserves, its environmental sensitivity and 
sustainability; 

- the views of the general public and/or on-site visitors; 

- trends and changes in all of the above. 

Increasingly, as the significance of climate change and its consequences are recognised, 
monitoring for predictive modeling and adaptive management under climate change will 
become a key strategic direction for protected area and regional management.  Having an 
adaptive management system in place will facilitate proactive management and evidence-
based adjustments and learning. 

Stakeholder Assessments for Adaptive Management 

While the main focus of effectiveness evaluation is on measured evidence of achievement, 
stakeholders’ qualitative assessments and critical comment on management performance 
can provide an additional and complementary dimension to the evaluation.  For example, 
stakeholders’ feedback can provide a social perspective of performance and allow 
important lessons and insights to be distilled from human observations and experience.  
Stakeholder assessments can be especially valuable for identifying the causal factors that 
explain the results delivered (Vedung, 1997). 

The inclusion of external (as well as internal) stakeholders in assessments of management 
performance significantly enhances the credibility of the findings, and can sometimes result 
in the capture of views and insights which might not readily be sourced from within a 
managing agency. 

Importantly for the practice of evaluation, the use of stakeholder assessments and critical 
comment on management performance provides a low-cost way of considering the impact 
of an almost infinite array of factors that could potentially have affected management 
performance without incurring the high costs of formally monitoring large sets of input and 
process indicators.  This approach allows limited resources for monitoring and evaluation to 
be focused on measuring management effectiveness, threats and outcomes, with only a 
relatively small proportion being directed to monitoring key input and process indicators, 
such as funding levels and implementation of management actions.  If management of 
protected areas is primarily concerned with achieving on-ground conservation outcomes, 
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then monitoring for adaptive management of protected areas needs to focus on indicators 
of management effectiveness. 

Maintaining Long-Term Strategic Programs through Institutional Change 

Change happens… and it keeps on happening.  Governments change, Ministers change; 
departments get restructured; budgets change; key staff leave or arrive; and internal 
processes and systems bring about more change.  Some level of institutional change is 
inevitable, and some changes will be warranted, but excessive levels of institutional change 
can compromise an organisation’s ability to perform well. 

Institutional change is usually accompanied by significant shifts in management direction, 
priorities and/or focus—a phenomenon known as ‘shifting goal posts’.  Typically, 
institutional change comes with new imperatives to be achieved (=high priority for funding 
and resources) while ‘old’ management programs may be seen as yesterday’s news (=lower 
priority for funding and resources).  These latter programs are at risk of being scaled down, 
terminated, or more often simply allowed to lapse through dwindling allocations of 
resources. 

Management programs that are working to long-term objectives and timeframes are 
especially vulnerable to institutional change.  At worst, institutional change can render 
years of careful planning and investment in long-term strategic programs irrelevant or 
discarded. 

The Tasmanian Parks & Wildlife Service is no stranger to change.  Over the past 25 years, 
the managing agency for National Parks has undergone numerous institutional changes, 
including being restructured to a different government department on average every four 
years (see Table 13.2). 

 

Table 13.2  The Parks and Wildlife Service’s history of institutional change 

Department Duration 

1971: National Parks and Wildlife Service department 
established following enactment of the National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1970. 

16years 

1987: Department of Lands, Parks and Wildlife 2 years 

1989: Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage 4 years 

1993: Department of Environment and Land Management 5 years, plus internal restructure at 2 years 

1998: Department of Primary Industries, Water and 
Environment 

4 years, plus internal restructure at 2 years 

2002: Department of Tourism, Parks, Heritage and the Arts 

 

4years, plus new legislation (replacing the former Act) 
which separates the responsibilities for National Parks 
and reserves management from nature conservation.  
The latter responsibilities remain with the former 
department and Minister. 

2006: Department of Tourism, Arts and the Environment 2 years 

2008: Department of Environment, Parks, Heritage and the 
Arts.  The Parks and Wildlife Service is one of nine divisions in 
the current department. 

1+ years (current)  
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So how can long-term strategic programs be buffered against the impacts of short-term 
institutional change? 

There are no simple answers; however, the Parks and Wildlife Service’s experience of 
institutional change may offer some insights and lessons. 

Reflecting on those long-term strategic management programs which stayed on track 
through multiple institutional changes, the following factors seem to have contributed to 
their continuity and success: 

 Certain activities and programs were explicitly required by legislation, international 
conventions, and/or formal agreements (including long-term funding 
arrangements), and this usually ensured the continuity of these programs.  This 
highlights the importance of core management objectives and responsibilities for 
protected area management being enshrined in legal instruments, specified in 
formal management mandates and/or in long-term funding agreements. 

 Some staff positions (e.g. World Heritage specialist positions) were provided 
through long-term funding arrangements, and this provided increased security for 
the roles provided by these positions.  This observation highlights the importance of 
funding arrangements for protected area management providing ongoing security 
for valued staff roles, positions, and/or individuals. 

 The objectives of enduring programs were often closely aligned to relatively stable 
mandates for management such as legislation, the World Heritage Convention, 
and/or the provisions of a statutory management plan.  The stability of these 
mandates provided some protection for these programs from institutional change 
and shifting goal posts.  This observation highlights the importance of aligning long-
term strategic programs to stable long-term management mandates. 

 The long-term continuity and personal commitment of key staff to their programs 
often made the difference between a program surviving a period of destabilising 
change and lapsing.  Staff with a strong personal sense of purpose and commitment 
to their program were often able to sustain the program—at least in a basic form—
through periods of significant setbacks such as staff losses, budget cuts, or simply 
not being ‘flavour of the month’.  When circumstances became more conducive to 
the program, these staff were able to revitalise the program and move forward 
again.  This observation highlights the importance of appointing capable and 
dedicated staff to key strategic positions with long-term tenure. 

 Key external stakeholders sometimes played a critically important role in 
maintaining particular programs during times of major institutional change or other 
perturbation by voicing their firm support for continuation of particular programs.  
This observation highlights the importance of fostering external as well as internal 
support networks for long-term strategic management programs. 

 Community and/or stakeholder expectations for maintaining or enhancing 
standards of management in some cases assisted the continuity of particular 
programs.  This observation highlights the importance of authoritative standards 
and best practice principles for protected area management being produced and 
made widely available to those with responsibilities and/or interests in protected 
area management. 
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4.5 CREATING AN ENABLING ENVIRONMENT FOR ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 

Protected area managers, governments, stakeholders and individuals all have a role to play 
in bringing about changes to foster sound adaptive management. 

Reflecting on the experiences of establishing an adaptive management system for the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, it seems there are many things that could be 
done to create an enabling and supportive environment for adaptive management.  Table 
13.3 presents some suggestions. 

Table 13.3  Enabling factors for adaptive management of protected areas 

Enabling factors for adaptive management of protected areas 

1. A government and 
management culture that 

 focuses on the achievement of important long-term 
outcomes; 

 encourages evidence-based management approaches and 
informed decision-making; 

 values strategic management planning that establishes the 
adaptive management cycle; 

 is committed to transparency and accountability in 
management e.g. through effectiveness evaluation and 
outcomes reporting; 

 strives for and values excellence, achievement and 
continuous improvement; 

 welcomes feedback that assists in improving management 
effectiveness, e.g. from management advisory committees, 
evaluations, expert panels, etc; 

 places high priority on addressing identified opportunities 
for improving management effectiveness; 

 celebrates significant achievements and the people behind 
them. 

2. Funding and investment that 

 

 provides secure ongoing funding realistic to the task of 
achieving the management mandates for protected area 
management; 

 gives appropriate priority and resources to adaptive 
management and its associated programs; 

 builds enabling management arrangements for adaptive 
management; 

 builds capacity for effectiveness monitoring, evaluation and 
reporting; 

 encourages the integration of effectiveness monitoring and 
evaluation into key management plans, programs and 
projects;  

 establishes requirements for reporting on the effectiveness 
of key management plans, programs and projects; 

 takes account of the findings and recommendations of 
evaluations to inform budget processes and decisions; 

 provides long-term secure allocated resources for programs 
that support adaptive management, including management 
planning and effectiveness monitoring evaluation and 
reporting; 

 supports well-targeted scientific and monitoring programs 
that support adaptive management; 

 encourages the development of information management 
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systems and tools that support adaptive management, 
including predictive modeling; 

 encourages the demonstration of successful applications of 
adaptive management, and fosters the broader uptake of 
adaptive management. 

3. Management agencies that 

 

 integrate the adaptive management cycle into ‘enduring’ 
agency systems, processes and tools, e.g. planning and 
review processes, budget allocation processes, project 
approval processes, Information Management Systems, etc;  

 establish designated staff positions and programs for 
effectiveness monitoring, evaluation and reporting; 

 foster staff and stakeholder engagement in the adaptive 
management process, e.g. through evaluating the 
effectiveness of selected management programs and 
projects; 

 identify needs for, and establish, monitoring programs to 
support adaptive management, e.g. through in-house 
programs or collaborative programs with research 
organisations, Universities, other agencies etc; 

 are committed to achieving high to exemplary standards of 
protected area management. 

4. External stakeholders who 

 

 provide firm advocacy and support for evidence-based 
adaptive management; 

 expect transparency and accountability in management; 

 provide positive feedback, recognition and/or awards for 
outstanding achievements and/or exemplary practice in 
protected area management; 

 where appropriate, provide inputs and/or constructive 
feedback that helps improve management effectiveness 
and/or the standards of management practice. 

5. Government and 
intergovernmental 
legislation, agreements and 
policy that 

 provide clear and stable core mandates for protected area 
management, e.g. objectives of management specified in 
legislation; 

 establish formal requirements for evaluating and reporting 
on management effectiveness, e.g. in legislation and/or 
through long-term funding arrangements, etc; 

 provide institutional stability and a consistent focus and 
priority on achieving core mandates; 

 create enabling management arrangements for adaptive 
management within and across government and non-
government sectors; 

 establish mutually compatible and reinforcing objectives 
and arrangements for management across all tiers of 
government e.g. clear linkages between international 
conventions, national and state legislation, and regional 
policy frameworks. 

6. Individuals and groups who  are dedicated, capable and committed to establishing 
better management systems for better outcomes. 
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