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Background
The NARvis Desktop Assessment Report June 2020 outlined the way forward for the technical,
community consultation, and website update components of revising the Natural Resource
Management (NRM) Plan for the Northern Agricultural Region (NAR). The current NAR NRM
plan is NARvis.
Our initial community consultation process was an online scoping survey (NARvis Online Survey
Report August 2020). Survey responses from 101 individuals representing 65 different
organisations identified local, regional and online workshops as among the most convenient ways
for them to participate in updating NARvis. We planned and delivered four in-person and online
community consultation workshops during September 2020 (Fig. 1).

Figure 1: Community consultation workshops were held in person at three different locations around the region and
we conducted an online session for all those who wanted to participate but could not attend the in-person sessions.

The workshops focused on identifying 1) what the NRM community in the NAR wants the role of
the regional NRM strategy to be, 2) regional NRM priorities, 3) progress in NRM in the region to
date, and 4) the extent to which the current NRM regional strategy meets the needs and
expectations of the NRM community in the NAR. The core facilitation team consisted of the
NARvis Project Officer and the NACC NRM Program & Operations Manager. Different members
of the NARvis Technical Working Group and NACC NRM staff assisted with logistics and
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facilitation, and participated in discussions, at each of the four sessions. Detailed reports for each
session are available here: Geraldton, Perenjori, Jurien Bay, Online.
The target population for the NARvis community consultation workshops consisted of the
representatives of a wide range of organisations and groups active in NRM in the NAR. Types of
organisations contacted included government institutions (Local Government Authorities,
Western Australia State Government Departments), Aboriginal corporations and Traditional
Owner groups (including Native Title Representative Bodies), NGOs and community-based
organisations, producer groups (Grower Groups, Farm Improvement Groups, Biosecurity Groups,
individual farmers), volunteer-based community environmental groups (e.g. Friends of,
Coastcare, Landcare), research institutions and universities, local businesses with an
environmental focus or impact (tourism, mining), and the regional NRM organisation for the NAR
(NACC NRM, an NGO).
Contact details were sourced from the regional NRM strategy mailing list, put together for the
online survey from a combination of existing NACC NRM contact lists, previous consultation
reports, personal referrals, and Google searches. Invitations were sent to 310 people representing
131 different institutions or groups (Table 1).
Table 1: Number of organisations invited to the workshops and number of individual people invited for each type of
organisation identified as an important stakeholder group for NARvis.

Type of organisation

Number of organisations Number of people
invited
invited

Aboriginal Corporation or Traditional
Owner Group

16

28

Business

16

21

Community Environmental Group

35

58

Government - Local

15

55

Government – State (incl. MPs)

11

52

NGO or CBO

14

35

Producer Group (incl. farmers)

17

40

Regional NRM organisation

1

12

Research Institute or University

6

9

131

310

TOTAL
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Program
All of the workshops followed the same basic format (Fig. 2), although the precise timing of
sessions varied between locations due to the number of participants and the speed at which
different groups covered the discussion topics. Both the Perenjori (9 Sept 2020) and Jurien Bay
(10 Sept 2020) workshops ended at lunch time, after completing all discussion sessions. The
online workshop (24 Sept 2020) was shorter, covering the same sessions between 10am to 1pm
using a format adapted to online meetings. See Appendix 1 for a photographic record and link to
the full report for each of the four workshops.

Figure 2: Community consultation workshops all followed a similar format, covering four main discussion sessions.
Timing varied each session. The agenda presented here outlines the proceedings at the Geraldton workshop, 3
September 2020.
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Results
Participation
The workshops, held across four sessions, were attended by 53 different people
representing 30 different organisations. Of those who attended the workshops, 27 (51%)
had also completed the online survey.

Figure 3: Frequency distribution of participants by type of organisation shown as a percentage of all participants.
There was limited participation from Research Institutions (4%) and Traditional Owner Groups (2%) in the workshops,
unlike in the online survey (July 2020) where participation by these organisation types was closer to 8 % and 10%
respectively.
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Figure 4: Group photos from the events in Perenjori (top left), Geraldton (top right), online (bottom left), and Jurien
Bay (bottom right).

Expectations
There were many different reasons that participants attended the workshops (Fig. 5). The largest
number of people attended because they wanted to make a specific contribution into the regional
strategy (n = 25) from their area of expertise (e.g. rangeland management, invasive species
management, water, sustainable agriculture, or coastal NRM) or as a representative of a
particular institution (e.g. the NARvis Technical Working Group, the Department of Primary
Industries and Regional Development), interest (e.g. measurable targets), or site / species (e.g.
Hill River, Chapman River, or Carnaby’s Cockatoos). Many attended because they wanted to find
out more about current NRM in the region (n = 14), identify NRM priorities for the region (n = 12),
network with other NRM stakeholders (n = 11), contribute to the regional strategy in a more
general way (n = 9), and hear directly from the community about their needs, expectations, and
priorities in terms of NRM in the region (n = 9). Others attended primarily because they wanted to
provide continuity as they had participated in previous NARvis community consultation processes
(n = 6) or wanted to ensure that links were made to Traditional Owner priorities (n = 3) and to
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policy (n = 2). Note that individual participants may have provided more than one reason for
attending.

Figure 5: Word cloud www.monkeylearn.com of all contributions related to expectations that participants had at the
start of the workshops, showing the most commonly used words or phrases. More frequently used words or phrases
are shown in a larger font.

Reflections on NRM in the NAR
There were many things that participants felt are working well in NRM in the region and we
received 90 comments on the topic. The majority of these comments focused on the quality,
commitment, and skill of people implementing NRM in the region, as well as the productive
working relationships between them. The largest number of people indicated that the active and
engaged NRM community in the region (n = 22) and the many excellent organisations working in
NRM in the region (n = 19) are among the greatest strengths. Many viewed collaboration between
groups as a strength (n = 14) and highlighted the quality of the research that has been done in
the region (n = 12). Several community environmental groups stated that they had very good
working relationships with local government officials and departments (n = 8) and others
mentioned increasing Traditional Owner engagement in NRM (n = 6), tangible NRM successes
(n = 6), progress in agricultural systems (n = 3), and the availability and accessibility of small
grants for funding projects (n = 3) as things that are working well.
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There were also many things that participants felt are not working well in NRM in the region and
we received 103 comments on the topic. The majority of these comments focused on the lack of
resources (human and financial) to support strategic and effective NRM projects and the limited
support for NRM in government and the wider community. The largest number of people indicated
that what is not working well in NRM in the NAR is access to resources for NRM activities (n =
32). Funding for NRM has decreased, the focus of government spending has shifted away from
large-scale Landcare initiatives, and federal and other donor priorities often are not the same as
regional priorities. Several participants highlighted the extremely competitive environment (n =
14), both in terms of similar organisations having to compete for limited resources and in terms of
addressing competing values and priorities amongst different kinds of institutions. Related to
limited resources, many participants noted that the region has been losing good people active in
NRM (n = 12), resulting in fewer boots on the ground doing important extension, monitoring, and
follow-up work along with a loss of institutional knowledge that leads to inefficiencies. Many
viewed a lack of government support for NRM (n = 15), both locally and in terms of state and
federal policy, as a weakness (n = 15) and several others mentioned insufficient collaboration
amongst NRM groups (n = 17). Others noted difficulty engaging particular stakeholder groups
such as farmers and Traditional Owners (n = 5), not being strategic enough (n = 5), the increasing
administration load associated with applying for funding (n=4), financial disincentives for sound
land management (n = 4), and reliance on old data (n = 3) as things that are not working well in
NRM in the NAR.
When asked how NRM in the region could be improved, the largest number of people indicated
that communication and messaging could be improved (n = 12), including translating data into
audience-focused messages, addressing value conflicts, and providing training to local
government and other decision-makers on critical issues such as climate change. Many
participants suggested ways to engage missing stakeholder groups (n = 11). Suggestions aimed
at overcoming resource constraints focused on developing different funding models (n = 9),
building the business case for NRM to encourage private sector investment (n = 6), and focusing
more strongly on advocacy (n = 5). Participants called for continued investment into research and
development (n = 8), in part to provide the scientific evidence base for advocacy work, while
others focused on implementing known good practices (n = 2) and recognising and celebrating
those who do (n = 1).
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Figure 6: Synthesis of the number of comments received across all the workshops for (a) what is working well, (b)
what is not working well, and (c) what could be done better in terms of NRM in the NAR.

Role of the regional NRM strategy
Across all four workshop sessions, there were 87 contributions on what participants felt the role
of the regional NRM strategy should be. The largest number of responses indicated that
participants felt that the regional NRM strategy should provide context (n = 17) by, for example,
indicating “how the themes identified by the community relate to federal and state priorities” and
contextualising the “regional NAR strategy within neighbouring NRM agencies’ strategies and
state and federal priorities”. Participants felt that the regional strategy should identify NRM groups
across the region, acting as a first port of call to connect people and identify potential partnerships
(n = 16). Participants also felt that the regional strategy should articulate a regional NRM vision
(n = 13), measure and report on progress (n = 12), and prioritise tangible action (n = 12). Several
participants noted that the NRM strategy should provide access to data and highlight trusted
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scientific resources (n = 7), provide continuity and legitimacy for regional priorities (n = 8), catalyse
community action (n = 7), support grant writing (n = 6), and represent Traditional Owner priorities
(n = 3).

Figure 7: Synthesis of the number of comments received across all the workshops for how stakeholders view the role
of the NRM regional strategy.

Regional NRM priorities
We received a total of 170 contributions on regional NRM priorities during the four workshops. As
part of a participatory process, we collectively summarised these contributions into 8 core themes:
Biodiversity Conservation, Community Engagement, Sustainable Agriculture, Invasive Species,
Coastal Management, Responding to Climate Change, Traditional Owner Engagement in NRM,
and Water Management. These themes correspond closely with the existing themes covered in
the current regional NRM strategy, www.narvis.com.au: Aboriginal Land Use, Biodiversity,
Coastal & Marine, Climate Change, and Land Use. They also correspond closely with the
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Regional Aspirations and Goals listed on NARvis, which relate to Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Integrity (including Coastal & Marine), Community Capacity, Production Systems, Invasive
Species, Climate Change, Aboriginal Culture, and Water Resources. They are also similar to the
themes identified in the recent online survey, namely Biodiversity Conservation (including Coastal
& Marine), Sustainable Agriculture, Biosecurity & Invasive Species, Climate Change, Community
Engagement, Water Use, and Traditional Ecological Knowledge.

Figure 8: Pie chart of top 8 NRM priorities identified during the consultation workshops by the percentage of votes
each theme received during prioritisation sessions. The category ‘Other’ includes fundraising and catchment
management.

Review of NARvis
During the workshops, we received 35 contributions on what participants like about the current
NARvis. Participants indicated that they value the data contained on the site (maps, reports; n =
9), find the contact details and links to NRM groups and organisations active in the region very
useful (n = 5), and enjoyed the interactive functionality (e.g. “Share Your Project”, “Get Involved”;
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n = 5). Several participants liked the aspirational goals and targets listed on the sites (n = 4),
found the overview section helpful (n = 3), and liked the Shire profiles (n = 2).
We received 113 contributions on what participants did not like about the current NARvis,
including many suggestions for how it could be improved. The largest number of constructive
criticisms of NARvis we received highlighted that it is not presented as a strategy but rather as a
database (n = 22). A suggestion to improve this aspect was that the landing page should direct
the user straight to the strategy and not to the Shire profiles. Participants felt that the site was
difficult to navigate (n = 17) and provided too little information on particular topics of interest to
them (n = 15) e.g. a limited number of case studies and missing specifics about particular
vegetation communities or invasive animal species. Participants found that the information
presented on NARvis was out of date (n = 14), that the purpose of NARvis and some of the
sections on it was not clear (n = 12), that there were too few project examples and case studies
presented (n = 10), and that the site needed to do more to measure and report on progress against
the targets (n = 9). Some suggested that the site was too technical (n = 8) and several participants
(n = 9) made very specific suggestions for improvement, such as moving the climate change tab.
Please see Appendix 2 for the full list of feedback received.

Feedback on workshops
Workshop participants appreciated the opportunity to network with each other (n = 19), felt that
the workshops were organised and well facilitated (n = 17), and enjoyed the constructive tone of
the discussions focused on finding common ground (n = 11). Participants felt the content was
interesting and relevant (n = 10) and enjoyed the interactiveness of the sessions (n = 9).
Participants at the Geraldton workshop additionally noted that the Welcome to Country delivered
by Mr Derek Councillor was very good.
Participants at all of the workshops highlighted that there were important stakeholder groups
missing from the discussions (n = 13), specifically Traditional Owners and private land managers
/ farmers. Some highlighted technology issues that occurred (n = 5), such as the data projector
failing to work at the Geraldton workshop and some features of the online workshop that were not
smooth (e.g. exiting break-out groups too quickly). Participants disliked the ticketing process for
online registration (n = 3), which they found confusing and off-putting. Participants felt the
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introduction could have been clearer at the start (n = 3) and that the information on the invite was
too limited to be sure if the workshop was relevant (n = 2).
Suggestions for improving future sessions focused primarily on finding creative ways to engage
missing stakeholder groups (n = 6), providing more detailed information about future workshops
on the invitations (n = 5), and ensuring that the content of future sessions focuses on setting
targets and measuring progress to date (n = 5). Participants made several suggestions for
alternative locations for meetings (n = 3), from the general (outside on Country) to the specific
(Guilderton, Moora, Morawa, Seabird).

Figure 10: Mind map for (a) what worked well, (b) what not so well, and (c) how we can do better. Yellow circles are
scaled in size by the number of related responses.

Summary
The aims of the consultation workshops were to:
1) reflect on what is working well in NRM in the NAR and what could be improved;
2) define the role of the regional NRM strategy;
3) identify regional NRM priorities; and
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4) review the current regional NRM strategy, NARvis, in terms of how well it meets the
needs and expectations of the regional NRM community.
Findings:
1. Human resources – the passionate, knowledgeable, committed people and organisations
undertaking natural resource management activities in the NAR – are the region’s greatest
assets.
2. Resource constraints and competing interests are the region’s greatest challenges.
3. Addressing resource constraints and competing interests could involve developing
different funding models, improving efficiencies, improving communication, and focusing
more on advocacy.
4. The three most important roles of the regional NRM strategy are to a) locate regional NRM
activities in the context of community, state, and federal priorities, b) provide a first port of
call to connect people and identify potential partnerships, and c) articulate a regional NRM
vision that is broadly relevant and identifies common goals.
5. Regional NRM priorities can be summarised into the following eight core themes:
Biodiversity Conservation, Community Engagement, Sustainable Agriculture, Invasive
Species, Coastal Management, Responding to Climate Change, Traditional Owner
Engagement in NRM, and Water Management.
6. These themes correspond closely with the existing Themes, Regional Aspirations and
Goals listed on NARvis and identified in the recent online survey.
7. Feedback on NARvis suggests that future iterations of the website should highlight the
strategy upfront, be simpler and easier to navigate, and be kept up to date.
8. Participants across all workshop sessions want to see progress against the NRM goals
and targets measured and reported on.
9. Workshops were enjoyable and constructive, providing a networking opportunity that
participants valued.
10. Workshops could be improved in future by exploring creative ways to engage stakeholder
groups that were largely missing from these events, namely private land owners and
Traditional Owners.
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Decisions
Based on the feedback that we received at the workshops we have made the following decisions:
1. Present background information, goals, and targets for the eight core themes, which are
consistent with previous strategic planning efforts in the region. The existing 2005 regional
NRM strategy, the 2012 Asset Register, and the current NARvis will form the basis of the
2021 regional NRM strategy, which will be updated using the latest available information.
2. Restructure the website so that the eight core themes are applied consistently throughout,
in the background to the region and the goals and targets sections.
3. Restructure the website so that the landing page houses the strategy and so that users
are directed to the regional strategy first, rather than to the Shire profiles as currently.
4. Focus future community consultation processes on assessing and updating the goals and
targets, and developing the regional NRM vision.
5. Develop a dashboard or report card for measuring and reporting progress to date, using
publicly available datasets. The report card will be structured around the eight core themes
identified through the consultation process to date.

Proposed next steps
-

Update NARvis website content and structure in line with feedback received during the
online survey and community consultation workshops.

-

Review the NARvis aspirational goals and targets and the NAR asset register with the
NARvis Technical Working Group via a series of short thematic meetings from Oct 2020
to Jan 2021.

-

Review the NARvis aspirational goals and targets and the NAR asset register with the
region’s NRM community via an online survey in Feb 2020.

-

Conduct a series of in-person and online consultation sessions focused on identifying a
common vision for NRM for the region. These sessions will be held in April and May 2021
and will take place at various locations around the region in partnership with NRM
stakeholder groups. A focus of these sessions will be engaging Traditional Owners and
private land owners.
Thank you for your participation.
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Appendix 1: Photographic Record
Geraldton, 3 September 2020
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Perenjori, 9 September 2020
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Jurien Bay, 10 September 2020
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Online, 24 September 2020
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Appendix 2: Responses provided during the NARvis
review sessions
Location
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori

NARvis Pros
Info on soil salinity and soil carbon was available and accessible
Some relevant case studies
Leave a reply function is handy
There were contact details to get in touch with NACC and other groups for more info
The maps are very good
Search bar was very useful
Found Hidden Treasures Report
Revegetation guide was useful
There was plenty of information about the Chapman River, including general
information about the basin
There were some relevant reports and studies
Stats on the Shire pages are good
River info – water vulnerability
Found PDF of the regional NRM plan and could check if the project fitted with
regional aspirations and strategic actions – good for linking and to justify work
Partners list is a good start
Good website with lots of information
Get involved section is good
Is accessible via a mobile phone
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Perenjori
Perenjori
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Location
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton

Instructional video is good
Links to other groups
Key word search brought up some general information about invasive plants
Like the idea of the Share your Project function
Links to active groups and organisations in the region
Information of Local Government Authorities
Good overview of NARvis on the “what is NARvis” section
How to use NARvis
Glossary of terms
Aspiration goals and targets
Aspiration goals and targets
Aspiration goals and targets
Interactive functions
Interactive functions
Links to other NRM groups
Data it contains
Data it contains
Data it contains
NARvis Cons and Suggestions for Improvement
The case study was 5 years old
Some of the contact information was out of date
Not much variety of information on our topic
No opportunities for funding listed
No costings for the case study
Only one case study – no other trials or links
No next steps for individuals who want to implement on their properties
More input from stakeholders needed
Vegetation surveys linked from the map would be useful
Couldn’t find vegetation associations according to Beard
Site says vegetation has been characterised and mapped but no links to this are
provided
Had to use the search bar to find the Hidden Treasures report (i.e. already had to
know it was there)
Had to use the search bar to find the Revegetation Guide report (i.e. already had
to know it was there)
No relevant information under Carnamah Shire page
Hard to find anything under Themes
Hard to find anything using the keyword search
Links to NACC website resources would be useful e.g. found Trees & Shrubs for
the Midlands and Northern Wheatbelt was on NACC site but not on NARvis
For the project, a list of native trees and their heights and other characteristics
would have been useful
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Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton
Geraldton

Geraldton

Geraldton
Geraldton
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori

Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori

Case studies of revegetation projects and erosion projects would be useful
What is NARvis? Is it a one-stop shop with all info for NRM in the region? What
belongs on the NACC site?
Some relevant reports and studies were missing and could be linked to or added
as a PDF, e.g. missing erosion studies, management plan
What’s Being Done section doesn’t serve any clear purpose
Partners lists are incomplete
Like to see examples of previous projects
Like to see project information under themes
Need to keep info up to date
Would like to see project profiles (case studies) for all funded projects (maybe
NACC site), how these are connected geographically (link to them via map);
maybe catalogue these using keywords so they are easier to find using the search
function
Link to resources on other sites, especially improve linking between NACC and
NARvis websites to minimise duplication and maximise the chance of keeping
things current
Reports sorted by themes or geographically in a directory or easy to search
reference list
Use keywords for all reports added to the site so that they can be found more
easily using the search bar
Difficult to access the instructional video from the home page because it moves
on too quickly in the scrolling image
Need to highlight the strategy section
Tab “about NARvis” implies background information that isn’t there
Need to clarify who NARvis is for
Climate Change tab belongs in the info section not as a tab on its own. Move
climate change to themes and responses to climate change to the strategy
section
Scrolling images on the landing page are not useful
Shire stats are useful but probably are not the main purpose of the strategy
Rather highlight the community strategy
Select location map currently on landing page could link to issues projects.
Probably does not need to be on the front page
Themes – issues – resources – examples
Assets – threats – priority actions
Possibly the “About NARvis” should be the landing page
Regional background information should be further down the tabs
Too much information
Too many fancy graphics and large images on all landing pages
Be realistic about the resources needed to keep it updated
Simplify so that it is easier to maintain
Themes upfront
Details of particular species
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Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Perenjori
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay

The website provides background information and is not a strategy
Searched for feral pigs using the search bar and didn’t find anything relevant
Like to see more about what’s been done
Who would be responsible for sharing projects?
Needs a higher level focus
Links to other groups could be spatial and thematic to make it easier to finds
groups doing relevant things to you
Can’t be a dumping ground for other things that don’t fit elsewhere e.g. recycling
page and Coastcare resources page are an awkward fit and probably don’t belong
Could it have a ‘Did you find this useful?’ survey on exiting the page? (most felt
this would be off-putting to users).
Difficult to navigate
Contact details for listed organisations are out of date
Strategy part needs to be up front
Info about LGAs is useful but doesn’t belong up front
Not like a book or report – in the website the strategy should be the first thing
shown, then the background information if you want it
Include an Invasive Species theme
List of invasive species and the projects or resources (major reports and papers)
related to these invasive species
Coastcare resources had some weed control information but this was limited to
Pyp grass
Should list all threatening processes – invasive species, habitat destruction
Link to Florabase
Needs to capture ALL of the issues in the region
A reporting function would be useful – a platform for reporting emerging issues
Better advertising of the website so that community groups know that it is there
and can be used
A collaboration portal where groups can share their ideas to see if others want to
support them or have similar ideas and want to collaborate
Needs a clearer definition of the objective of NARvis
Like to see a common language used between all the different sites and
resources
Summary of projects would be nice
Act as a first point of call – linking to other sites for detailed information and also
linking to all the groups and organisations active in the region
Should prioritise what needs working on e.g. ranking of weed species and their
current management status
Too technical – require a ‘tech head’ for data acquisition for local groups
Familiarity with the site is needed to be able to navigate it and use it well
Specific information on threatened ecological communities (also the Land for
Wildlife program) is missing, or not relevant, or out of date
The mapping function is very limited
It is not a strategy, it is a planning base and as a planning base it is incomplete,
out of date and lagging behind the needs of the community
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Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay
Jurien Bay

Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online

The strategy needs to be reflected in the sorts of data available on the site
If not updated regularly, it is not relevant or useful
Progress needs to be measured and reported
Information included tends to be too general
Localised knowledge needs to be entered regularly – this may require funding for
a FTE updating the system and doing data acquisition and entry
Notification of funding sources or links to funding opportunities
Should be a whole of community website – is it too technical as a community
resource?
Awareness of the website needs to be improved through engagement and
education
Links to community groups in an area / locality needs to be updated and could be
easier to find and linked to examples of projects
How to engage a younger target audience?
Needs to be made clearer who the NARvis is for and how it is relevant to them
Include a site map describing how the site is laid out
Need to link goals and aspirations to roles and responsibilities
Include a collaboration platform for sharing ideas
Don’t include links to consultants or industry partners – rather keep it
independent
Info on grant funding – link to outside pages for this
More focused use of the website analytics tools might give a better
understanding of how people are using the website
Possibly present the analytics somewhere
Share a Project function needs to be fixed - also must relate to goals and actions
In the introduction to the site, keep the target audience in mind and keep it
simple
Include examples of how a specific project e.g. managing Sharp Rush Juncus
acutus at Hill River contributes to achieving a regional goal or target e.g.
“Implement effective invasive species control measures at a local scale where
priority biodiversity assets are being threatened”
Too technical for some user groups
Drop down menus are confusing and difficult to use
Too busy and wordy
Not enough info on invasive species
Not clear what the resource is for
Needs to be kept up to date
Info, contacts, and examples are out of date
Info, contacts, and examples are out of date
Purpose is not clearly stated
Progress against targets needs to be measured
Highlight strategy up front
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