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Abstract 

After becoming a global movement in 2004, Global Geoparks commenced as a formal 

UNESCO program in 2015 and now sits alongside UNESCO Man and the Biosphere and 

World Heritage programs. The adoption of the Geopark program followed the initiation of the 

Geopark movement in the late 1990s by geologists concerned about the conservation and 

protection of geological heritage sites. By July 2020, there were 161 Global geoparks located 

across 44 host countries, mostly in China and Europe. Geoparks are unified areas that promote 

sustainable development, largely driven by geotourism. Geoparks are not only about the 

geology of sites and locations, they also encourage cultural awareness and rekindle cultural 

activities as well as encouraging conservation through education. Geoparks are managed under 

a community-led bottom-up approach giving local communities a participatory role in how the 

Geopark operates. 

Kanawinka Global Geopark (Kanawinka) was listed as Australia’s only Geopark that 

achieved UNESCO recognition in 2008; however, a lack of government support brought about 

the 2012 delisting of Kanawinka as a Global Geopark. This lack of government support and 

the general lack of awareness in Australia of the positive outcomes Geoparks can bring to rural 

areas prompted this research which focuses on the Wheatbelt of Western Australian as a case 

study region for the potential establishment of a Geopark in Australia.  

In liaison with Local Government authorities, forums were held across the Wheatbelt of 

Western Australia, along with the completion of questionnaires, to elicit stakeholder perceptions 

about Geoparks. An online survey was also conducted. Semi-structured interviews were held 

with key stakeholders associated with tourism and tourism businesses in the region. This mixed-

method research study provided the foundation for analysing stakeholder perceptions about 

Geoparks prior to taking steps to establish an aspiring Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western 

Australia. The need for this research arose from a review of literature focusing on Geoparks 

where such studies had not been completed prior to Geopark development at the time this 

research was carried out. Moreover, in the wider global context, stakeholder perspectives had 

usually only been undertaken after the establishment of a particular Geopark. 
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The political impasse towards Geoparks experienced in Australia, across both State and 

Federal government levels, was reviewed and found to focus on mechanisms used to register 

Kanawinka as a Global geopark, perceived confusion that might arise from the use of the term 

“park”, and community ignorance of the role of Geoparks.  

Research findings indicate a strong level of stakeholder support for a Geopark in the 

Wheatbelt of Western Australia. With the indicative high level of support, consideration was 

given to the management structure model that would suit Australian legislative requirements. 

A review of management structures of several of the existing Global Geoparks revealed a 

consistent approach that included local government taking a lead role in initiating and 

subsequently managing Geoparks.  

This thesis presents a socio-political structure involving local government authorities for 

an aspiring Westralia Granite Way Geopark in Western Australia. The structure (below) is 

proposed for adoption by proponents of Geoparks in Australia. 

.
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Proposed management structure for the aspiring Westralia Granite Way UNESCO Global Geopark. 
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Acronyms, Terminology and Definitions 

CDO(s) 

Community Development Officers attached to Local Government Authorities. 

Geocaching 

Geocaching is a worldwide treasure hunt using GPS and map coordinates travelling on 

foot or by vehicle to destinations located in either remote or urban areas in search of these 

cached treasures (Neustaedter, Tang, & Judge, 2011). 

Geoheritage 

Geoheritage focuses on features that are intrinsically linked to the geological evolution 

of the earth and include culturally important sites (Brocx & Semeniuk, 2007) and with a focus 

on unique, special and representative geosites (Adriansyah, Busu, Eva, & Muqtada, 2015). 

There is increasing recognition of the cultural and aesthetic values of geoheritage, especially 

in relation to the development of geotourism (Gordon, 2018). 

Geoparks 

Geoparks are areas where the earth’s geographical and geological heritage is the focus of 

local protection, education and sustainable development (UNESCO, 2012). Now a worldwide 

phenomenon, Global Geoparks have been adopted by 44 nations with 161 Geoparks established 

by 2020, mainly in Europe and China (UNESCO, 2020). Geoparks provide a means of 

interpreting the Geoheritage (the origin of the earth and its landscapes) within Geoparks and 

utilise the concepts of education through Geotourism and Geo-trails to achieve this. 

Geo-region 

An area nominated as a study area leading towards classification as a Geopark. The term 

‘Geo-region’ will be used in government communications in Australia to define the area of a 

Geopark until such time as the Australian government accepts the concept of Geoparks 

(Robinson, 2017a). 
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Geosites 

Geosites are natural areas and structures (Ciftci & Güngör, 2014) characterized by 

scientific values, geo-educational potential and high aesthetic values related to landscapes 

(Brilha, 2014; Dowling & Newsome, 2018; Gałas et al., 2018). 

Geotourism 

Geotourism is a form of nature-based tourism which involves the interpretation of the 

landscape, geology, the land we walk upon generally, as well as flora and fauna and the culture 

of the communities living there. Newsome and Dowling (2010, p3) provide a detailed 

definition of Geotourism explaining that “it is sustainable tourism with a primary focus on 

experiencing the earth’s geological features in a way that fosters environmental and cultural 

understanding, appreciation and conservation, and is locally beneficial”. Farsani, Coelho, and 

Costa (2012) introduced geotourism as “a new movement helping travellers to increase their 

knowledge about natural resources, the cultural identity of host communities and ways of 

preserving them.” (p1).  The definition of geotourism was further refined to include fostering 

geoconservation, increasing understanding of geoheritage and geodiversity through education 

and interpretation so that “a more holistic view of the environment can be gained.” (Dowling 

& Newsome, 2018, p. 8). 

Geotourists 

Geotourists are not easily defined (Dowling, 2013). However, geotourists can be 

categorised as a special interest category of tourism who have an interest in geology and 

landscapes for education and enjoyment (Dowling & Allan, 2018). 

Geo-trails 

Geo-trails facilitate the interpretation of landscapes and areas of geological significance 

and deliver geotourism experiences through a journey linked by an area's geology and 

landscape as the basis for providing visitor engagement, learning and enjoyment (Ng, 2014).  

In Western Australia (WA), the Granite Way has been adopted and marketed by Tourism 

WA (Tourism Western Australia, 2015) as well as several tourism industry businesses; and is 

a key tourist route through the case study area. 
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Inselbergs 

Isolated remnant outcrops of large blocks or boulders (or mega-clasts) formed as a result 

of resistance to weathering (Bourne & Twidale, 2002; Terry & Goff, 2014; Twidale, Bourne, 

& Romani, 1999), also known as monadnocks. 

Likert scales 

A widely used research approach of using predetermined responses to determine the 

respondent’s agreement or disagreement with a given statement (Bishop & Herron, 2015). 

LGA(s) 

Local Government Authorities (located within or adjacent to the study area in this 

research). 

Monadnocks 

See Inselbergs. 

Paleochannels 

Ancient (Paleo is Greek for old) river channels often filled with sedimentary rock 

materials. In Western Australia on the Yilgarn Craton paleochannels were derived during the 

separation of Antarctica from Australia (Anand & Paine, 2002).  

Salt lakes 

Highly saline internal drainage areas subjected to evaporative drying leaving salt crystals 

exposed at the surface as remnants of a drainage pattern which was active before continental 

drift, for example, when Australia separated from Antarctica (Geoscience Australia, 2017). 

Salt rivers 

Rivers, such as the Avon River, that drain saline water from salt lakes and paleochannels 

(Department of Environment, 2005). 

Sustainable development 

Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their own needs (Brundtland, 1987). 
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Sustainable tourism development 

“Tourism development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (adapted from Bruntland (1987) by 

Weaver, 2006, p. 10). Also “tourism that wisely uses and conserves resources in order to maintain 

their long-term viability” (Budowski (1976) as cited in Weaver, 2006, p. 10). UNESCO also 

promotes and supports sustainable tourism for development, previously designating 2017 the 

International Year of Sustainable Tourism for Development (Bokova, 2019). 

United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) 

UNESCO is responsible for coordinating international cooperation in education, science, 

culture, and communication. It strengthens the ties between nations and societies, and 

mobilizes the wider public (UNESCO, 2017a). 
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Preface 

I did not start out in the field of tourism. I was a field forester, a forest guard, and later a 

forest ranger employed by the government to work in the forests of Western Australia (WA). 

Prior to that I had been a WA Wheatbelt teenager, riding my pushbike and exploring remnant 

bushlands, hunting, and trapping when not travelling by bus to and from several different 

country high schools for my secondary education. While I was a forest guard at Dwellingup, 

in the middle of the jarrah forests, just one and a half hours south of Perth, I prepared an 

overview plan for picnic sites along the Murray River. Interestingly, when I occasionally travel 

down that way, I see much of what I had planned is in place in the now Lane Poole 

Conservation Park, not that I am laying claim to that outcome. I think this was my first foray 

into tourism!  

Several years later, I developed a friendship with a professional forester who encouraged 

me to go to university, even to the point of enrolling me in my subjects such was my ignorance 

of academia at the time. I started my academic career at the University of Western Australia 

before completing my forestry degree at the Australian National University in Canberra where 

I also met my wife, Ingrid. 

Much of my public service career was in leadership and management in the Forest 

Department and Conservation and Land Management in Western Australia. To assist my 

management approach, I completed a Graduate Diploma in Business and Management at 

Curtin University in Perth. In the 1990s, while managing Yanchep National Park (Western 

Australia’s premier National Park) as part of my portfolio of lands surrounding the 

metropolitan region of Perth, I became deeply associated with National Park rangers, tourists, 

and tourism. It piqued my interest in tourism to the extent that I enrolled in Edith Cowan 

University (ECU) in a Master of Business Administration to better hone my management skills 

in the business of tourism associated with National Parks. On completing my Master of 

Business Administration in 1996, I was invited to lecture undergraduate students at ECU’s 

Joondalup campus and later postgraduates at the Churchlands campus. As I was working full-

time, I conducted the lectures after work hours as a sessional lecturer over a period of 12 years. 

I was made an adjunct lecturer at ECU during the time I lectured there. 

In 1991, I joined the newly formed WA Forum Advocating Culture and Eco Tourism 

(FACET) as a means of furthering my knowledge of tourism and tourism businesses. From 
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2006, I commenced presenting papers at annual state, interstate, and international conferences 

promoting geotourism and Geoparks in WA (Table A).  

After retiring from government employment, I was fortunate in 2011 to pursue my 

passion for tourism by becoming a lecturer in Sustainable Tourism at Murdoch University, 

located in the southern suburbs of Perth. Dr Diane Lee introduced me to the world of academia 

and promptly left for 12 months overseas. It was all planned and a great experience for me. 

Dave Cooper, also a lecturer in the tourism group, took me under his wing and together we 

managed to hold the fort. This was fantastic for me as previously, being a sessional lecturer, I 

had not experienced academic life “on campus”. It also enabled me to focus my knowledge 

and skills in the field of tourism. In 2012, Diane returned, and I stayed on part-time. With all 

this “extra time” I decided to embark on a PhD project that potentially might influence 

government policy towards Geoparks in Australia and, at the same time, give me academic 

credibility to speak with authority about Geoparks.  

My research did not necessarily start that way! My original plan was to research the social 

benefits of the National Trust to the community of Western Australia. Looking back, I am now 

thankful to Associate Professor Jim Macbeth, former Dean of Social Sciences at Murdoch, who 

convinced me that instead of looking back, I should look forward to where my passion lay: 

geotourism and Geoparks. Jim set me on the path towards Geoparks. He also suggested that I 

consider what people thought about Geoparks and what their perceptions were about Geoparks. 

In 2008, Australia had one UNESCO Global Geopark—Kanawinka—but through a lack of 

government support, it was deregistered in 2012. It was timely to commence this research 

journey. 

Following a long period of reviewing available literature (it was a part-time PhD), I found 

most research into stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks had been undertaken after a 

Geopark had been established. There was a gap in knowledge about stakeholder perceptions 

about Geoparks prior to their establishment. This was important as knowing these perceptions 

in advance—be they negative or positive—would assist developers, managers, planners, and 

proponents of Geoparks collectively in establishing Geoparks. With such information, 

managers and planners could address local perceptions to achieve a positive outcome for all 

stakeholders involved or affected by the proposal.  
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Determining a case study as a vehicle for my research came down to my experience in 

the Wheatbelt of WA. As a teenager, I had lived in Tammin and Kellerberrin and had been to 

schools in Cunderdin and Merredin and played junior Australian Rules football against 

Quairading and Bruce Rock teams. I loved these places and I loved the feeling of the Wheatbelt. 

In the early 2000s, I was involved with the Wheatbelt through my forestry roles in the Forest 

Production Commission (WA) establishing softwood and sandalwood plantations. In the late 

2000s, I returned to the Wheatbelt through the auspices of the National Trust of Australia (WA) 

when managing the Natural Heritage program. This program protected remnant vegetation on 

private properties across the Wheatbelt. During my employment with the National Trust, I also 

worked with Tammin, Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock in support of the Granite 

Way. The Granite Way is a tourist drive aimed to attract day and overnight visitors from Perth 

city to those towns as a means of boosting tourism and creating business growth and 

employment. It was an easy choice to elect to conduct my research in the Wheatbelt region. 

Before initiating the research field work, I visited the four central towns associated with 

the Granite Way Drive and asked each Chief Executive Officer for their support in terms of 

access to their respective Community Development Officers to assist overseeing the case study 

and to provide access to meeting places in each town. Their support was unanimous, for which 

I am grateful. 

Subsequently, I applied for a grant from the Wheatbelt Development Commission and, 

with the support of a local field officer, I was successful. The grant was used to assist with field 

costs for arranging and catering for forums, printing questionnaires, mileage, supporting 

volunteer costs, printing, and transcribing stakeholder interviews among other things. I had a 

similar experience with the Gunduwa Regional Conservation Association which assisted me in 

gathering data from the northern Wheatbelt region. The Porongurup Progress Association 

extended an invitation for me to present to them about sustainable tourism and provided me 

the opportunity to interact with participants at the workshop and have additional questionnaires 

completed which added invaluable data to my research. 

Through my literature review I identified the mixed-method research techniques of 

forums, questionnaires, online surveys, and semi-structured interviews as the best means to 

gain an understanding of stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks. The forums provided the 

opportunity to obtain firsthand the perceptions these rural stakeholders had of Geoparks. The 

attendees completed a questionnaire on arrival at the forum after a brief outline of the research 
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project. They were given limited information about Geoparks prior to completing the 

questionnaires. Then, following an explanatory presentation about Geoparks, attendees 

participated in snowball discussions to elicit information about their local areas. They also 

assisted in identifying the identities of key stakeholders for interviews. I then used the 

questionnaire as a template for structuring an online survey using SurveyMonkey. The survey 

was promoted though the Local Government Authority (LGA) communications systems, 

mainly by email, which maintained the confidentiality required under the rules of ethics set by 

Murdoch University. Results were gathered and analysed confidentially. When the forums and 

online surveys were complete, I then undertook the interviews which were transcribed before 

analysis using NVivo11, a qualitative method for collating written data. 

There were some difficulties encountered along the way. From the time of my initial 

contacts with the four LGA Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), three had moved to other 

positions. The remaining CEO, Graeme Fardon who became my champion, introduced me to 

the new CEOs. Arranging forums to provide the best opportunity for attendance was also a 

challenge as there was a need to align them with on-farm activities such as shearing, planting, 

harvesting, as well as schooling, holidays, and extremes of weather. Arranging interviews 

across the Wheatbelt and in the metropolitan area also proved challenging. Convenient 

opportunities were taken to increase the coverage across the extent of the Wheatbelt. Being 

invited to deliver a presentation on ecotourism in Porongurup in the southern region of WA 

provided me with an opportunity to have additional questionnaires completed. A consultancy 

in the northern Wheatbelt region enabled further forums and questionnaires to be added to the 

collection. Both provided invaluable additional research information from across the 

Wheatbelt. 

Then the writing began. As a relatively new and dynamic field of tourism and research, 

there were always new articles being written, new Geoparks being declared by UNESCO, more 

conferences to attend to learn about geotourism and Geoparks where my recent findings were 

presented and progress outlines given to people interested in what was happening in Australia 

(See Table A for presentations). As Geoparks were relatively unknown in Australia and 

unsupported by the Australian governments at Federal and State levels, the thesis began to feel 

that it should include a detailed background to the world of Geoparks, then direct itself towards 

the Australian scene and its potential for Geoparks before focusing on Western Australia. The 

thesis itself is in three sections – (1) the foundation for the research, the history of Geoparks 
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and the case study; (2) methods and results; and (3) answers to the research questions, 

discussion, and a way forward for Australia and Western Australia. 

During this period of research and writing, I established Geoparks WA (GWA) and 

incorporated it under WA State legislation as a not-for-profit community organisation. GWA 

aims to facilitate and promote Geoparks in WA and to support community groups who wish to 

initiate the Geopark process with a view to using geotourism as a sustainable tourism 

development tool to drive their local areas and encourage business growth and job creation. 

GWA has been successful in achieving a diverse membership of individuals from government 

and non-government employers and employees, geologists and generalists, and community 

members. 

I am also a representative on the Geological Society of Australia’s Standing Committee 

on Geotourism which promotes geotourism at a national level. I have been actively engaging 

with the Geological Society of Australia’s Western Australian branch to establish a state-based 

geotourism subcommittee to encourage its members to engage in geotourism activities and to 

lend their geological expertise to further develop geotourism and provide research for aspiring 

Geoparks in WA. 

There is much happening in this field and I am proud to be part of the process looking to 

reintroduce Geoparks to Australia. This thesis is dedicated to all those who have travelled 

before me in Australia in the field of Geoparks and especially to those who have contributed 

and assisted me in researching and presenting this thesis. 

Alan Briggs 

College of Arts, Business, Law & Social Sciences,  

Discipline of Global Studies, Tourism & Events Program 

Murdoch University, Australia (June 2020) 
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Table A. Conference Presentations in the fields of Geoparks and geotourism. 

Date Topic Convenor Location 

2018 Findings from a study of 

Aboriginal cultural association 

with Geosites and Geotourism in 

Western Australia 

Australian Geoscience Council 

Convention 

Adelaide, South Australia 

2018 Westralia Granite Way – 

Aspiring Global Geopark 

8th International Conference 

on UNESCO Global 

Geoparks. Global Geoparks 

Network 

Adamello Brenta UNESCO 

Global Geopark, Trentino 

Province, Italy 

2018 Geopark Initiatives in Western 

Australia 

FACET and Geoparks WA 

Forum – The Business of 

Geotourism and Geoparks 

Perth, Western Australia 

2017 Driving rural recovery with 

Geotourism in the Wheatbelt of 

Western Australia 

Global Eco Asia-Pacific 

Tourism Conference 

Adelaide, South Australia 

2017 Engaging with Stakeholders in 

Rural Communities in Western 

Australia. A PhD Candidate’s 

Perspective 

Corporate Social 

Responsibility Conference 

Murdoch University, Western 

Australia 

2016 Determining Stakeholder 

Perceptions for Geo-trails, 

Geotourism and Geoparks in the 

Wheatbelt of Western Australia 

Australian Earth Sciences 

Convention (AESC) 

Conference 

Adelaide, South Australia 

2016 Gunduwa – A Case Study for 

Geo-trails 

Global Eco Asia-Pacific 

Tourism Conference 

Hobart, Tasmania, Australia 

2016 Porongurup – A Tourism Case 

Study 

SEGRA Conference Albany, Western Australia 

2016 Determining Geo-trail Potential 

for Gunduwa Conservation 

Region of Western Australia 

SEGRA Conference Albany, Western Australia 

2016 Geotourism in Western Australia SEGRA Conference Albany, Western Australia 

2015 Granite Way Geopark Research 

Project 

Global Eco Asia-Pacific 

Tourism Conference 

Rottnest Island, Western 

Australia 

2013 Geoparks, Sustainable Tourism 

and Social Contribution in the 

South East Asian Region 

Global Eco Asia-Pacific 

Tourism Conference 

Noosa, Queensland, Australia 

2012 The National Trust Contribution 

to Indigenous Partnerships 

Global Eco Asia Pacific 

Tourism Conference 

Cairns, Queensland, Australia 

2012 Conserving and Protecting Our 

Natural Heritage in Western 

Australia, 

Heritage 2012 Conference Porto, Portugal 

2012 The National Trust Contribution 

to Sustainable Heritage 

Heritage 2012 Conference Porto, Portugal 

2011 Western Australia – On the 

Brink of Geopark Potential 

3rd Global Geotourism 

Conference 

Muscat, Oman 

2010* Geotourism Opportunities and 

developments on the vast and 

ancient landscape of Western 

Australia 

2nd Global Geotourism 

Conference 

Sarawak, Indonesia 

2008 Rock Tourism and the Black-

footed Wallaby 

1st Global Geotourism 

Conference 

Fremantle, Western Australia 

2006 Western Australia – The Black-

footed Rock Wallaby 

Wildlife Tourism Conference Fremantle, Western Australia 

*  Briggs, A. D. and Maher, P. (2010) 
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Field Reports 

Briggs, A. D. and Newsome, D. (2017) The Potential for Establishing a Sustainable 

Geotourism Program in the Gunduwa Conservation Region. Murdoch University. 

Western Australia. 

Briggs, A. D. (2017) Stakeholder perceptions about Establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt 

of Western Australia. Avongro Incorporated. Perth. Western Australia. 
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Introduction and Structure 

Background 

A review of relevant literature determined that there was a gap in research knowledge 

regarding the perceptions of stakeholders prior to the establishment of a Geopark. At the time 

of this research, earlier studies had focussed on stakeholder perceptions after a Geopark had 

been established (Fanwei, 2014). Determining stakeholder perceptions prior to the 

establishment of Geoparks would provide a valuable contribution to the current understanding 

about Geoparks, internationally and in Australia. Having this knowledge would assist with 

planning, implementation, and management of Geoparks (Farsani, Coelho, & Costa, 2011a). 

Australia previously had one Geopark, Kanawinka Global geopark (Kanawinka), which was 

designated as a Global Geopark in June 2008. In 2012, Australian government policy at Federal 

and State levels did not support its revalidation by the Global Geopark Network and Kanawinka 

lost its global status (Stansfield, 2013).  

This thesis focused on stakeholder perceptions prior to a Geopark being established to 

determine community understanding about Geoparks before they are considered for 

establishment in any area. Determining this knowledge can assist Geopark advocates by 

informing them whether there are issues to be addressed within host communities prior to 

developing Geoparks. Australia is one of a very few developed countries in the world yet to 

adopt Geoparks as a means of protecting geoheritage. This situation provides the scope for a 

relevant and timely analysis of the possible reasons why Geoparks have not been adopted in 

Australia. This thesis will explore the potential for establishing a Geopark in Australia, using 

four Local Government Authority locations in the Wheatbelt region of Western Australia as an 

initial case study. Two additional study areas were also incorporated into the study: Porongorup 

in the south west and Gunduwa region (towns of Morawa, Perenjori and Bencubbin) in the 

north of the Wheatbelt (Figure 5.1). 

As of May 2020, neither the Federal nor State Governments (including Western 

Australia) supported the concept of Global Geoparks in Australia. This is despite Australia 

having world-class geological and geographical features (for example, Uluru, the Great Barrier 

Reef, Kimberley Bungle Bungle Range) that have evolved over the 4.4 billion years of Earth’s 

history (Department of Mines Industry Regulation and Safety, 2017b). The establishment of 

161 Global Geoparks in 44 countries (UNESCO, 2020) mainly located in China and Europe, 
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and the significant marketing and promotion opportunities associated with Geoparks, lends 

further support for Australia’s engagement with Geoparks. Australia is the only continent 

without a Geopark! 

While there are many significant geological features already within and protected by 

Australia’s National Parks and Nature Reserve systems, many remain outside these reserve 

systems. For existing parks and reserves in the Northern Territory and the Australian Capital 

Territory, there are legislative protection measures implemented by the States and the Federal 

Government (Boer & Gruber, 2010). Such legislation sets aside lands for conservation and 

recreation and largely excludes communities and development. Global Geoparks uses education 

to create awareness of a place’s geological heritage and employs existing legislation to 

encourage sustainable development, principally through encouraging geotourism (UNESCO, 

2017f). Global Geoparks also draws on existing values within their nominated areas including 

cultural, natural, heritage, mining, and other aspects of human use. Given Australia’s vast areas 

of natural landscape and visible geology, Australian geological heritage lends itself towards the 

development of Geoparks. Geoparks, a world-wide phenomenon, are explained below. 

A Geopark is an area of international geological significance (Dowling, 2013; Ng, 2014; 

UNESCO, 2012) with a focus on conservation and education as well as providing benefit to 

the local community (Farsani, Coelho, & Costa, 2011b; Fassoulas & Zouros, 2010; UNESCO, 

2015b). There is much evidence that Geoparks foster business development, employment, and 

income generation through tourism (Jaafar, Nordin, Abdullah, & Marzuki, 2014; Ng, 2015; 

Ólafsdóttir & Dowling, 2014; Piranha, Lama, & Bacci, 2011). Hong Kong Geopark and Kalim 

Geopark (Malaysia) have achieved these outcomes (Farsani et al., 2011b; Fassoulas & Zouros, 

2010; Jaafar, Nordin, et al., 2014; Ng, 2014). To aspire to the status of a Global Geopark, local, 

regional, and national Geoparks must meet the criteria established by the Global Geopark 

Network and UNESCO. These criteria are outlined in Appendix A. 

The concept of Geoparks emerged during the years 1996 and 1997, following discussions 

between French geologist Guy Martini and Greek geologist Nicolas Zouros (Pinsker, 2003; 

Zouros, 2004). The two geologists met during the “International Declaration of the Rights of 

the Memories of the Earth” conference in Digne, France in 1991 (Zouros, 2004). Martini and 

Zouros observed that there was little protection under existing reservation systems for 

geological heritage of internationally important sites. They also observed that while UNESCO’s 
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Man and the Biosphere1 and World Heritage Areas protect biological elements and culturally 

important heritage, they seldom protected abiotic values such as the geological heritage. This 

view was supported by Dingwall (2000) in his presentation at the Geological Heritage 

conference in 1999 in Spain. Martini and Zouros continued to raise the need to better protect 

geological heritage and that a further UNESCO conservation strategy, a Geoparks program, was 

required (Pinsker, 2003). Accordingly, Geoparks work in close synergy with UNESCO other 

two programs, Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage Areas, to protect areas of geological 

heritage through conservation, education, and geotourism (Farsani et al., 2012).  

The 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 

Heritage defined “cultural heritage” as monuments, groups of buildings and sites, and “natural 

heritage” as natural features, geological and physiological formations, and natural sites with a 

focus on protecting the habitat of threatened species of animals and plants (UNESCO, 1972). 

However, at the time, the geological values underpinning them were not addressed by existing 

UNESCO programmes (UNESCO, 1999b). In 2005, following a report to the World Heritage 

Convention by Dingwall, Weighell, and Badman (2005), the World Heritage Area program 

included references to protecting the abiotic values of areas under their jurisdiction. By 2005, 

the movement towards Geoparks had already commenced. 

As reported previously (p.1), Australia had a UNESCO Global Geopark. Kanawinka was 

the 57th Global Geopark and was awarded this global status in 2008 following a successful 

submission to UNESCO (details of Global Geopark criteria are outlined in Appendix A). 

Kanawinka Global Geopark covered 26,910 square kilometres in the south-east volcanic 

regions of South Australia and Victoria. Seven Local Government Authorities were within its 

boundaries. Kanawinka formed sister relationships with Hong Kong and two Global Geoparks 

in China. Kanawinka’s global status was revoked in 2012 following its 4-year review (it is 

mandatory for all Global Geoparks to be reviewed within 4 years) when the Federal 

Government refused to provide its endorsement of the concept of Global Geoparks in Australia. 

This refusal was based on a 2009 decision by the Environmental Protection and Heritage 

Council which was comprised of Federal and State Ministers and agency representatives which 

recommended that Australia should not be involved in the Geopark program (Environment 

Protection and Heritage Council, 2009). The government also indicated that it did not want any 

further dealings with UNESCO Geopark proposals at the time (Murphy, 2011). The response 

 
1 An intergovernmental science launched in 1971 by UNESCO as the “Man and the Biosphere Programme”. 
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from the Federal Government was also matched with a similar response from the Western 

Australian Government (Barnett, 2011).  

Instead, in 2011, the Federal Government indicated that it supported the top-down 

National Landscapes Program, an initiative of Parks Australia and Tourism Australia. The 

National Landscapes Program purpose was to identify and promote internationally iconic 

landscapes of Australia. In 2014, government support of this program became unfunded by the 

Federal government and has subsequently ceased to operate (Ecotourism Australia, 2014). 

As of May 2020, there was no formal support from the Federal or State governments. In 

effect, there is an impasse to the development and establishment of Geoparks in Australia. To 

help address this impasse, an approach that demonstrates the positive contributions Geoparks 

are making internationally needs to be brought to the attention of communities and 

governments at all levels in Australia. Internationally, Geoparks have been shown to contribute 

positively to rural and remote regions creating jobs and employment as well as helping to enrich 

the livelihoods of rural communities (Dowling, 2017; McKeever, Zouros, & Patzak, 2010; Ng, 

2017; Zouros, 2010). 

Parts of Western Australia have over 4 billion years of geological heritage with Jack Hills 

zircon crystals in the mid-west of Western Australia dated at about 4.4 billion years (Earth 

Observatory, 2006). The Archaean Yilgarn Craton has been dated at up to 3.6 billion years 

(Cassidy, Groves, & McNaughton, 1998; Champion & Smithies, 2001; Duuring, Cassidy, & 

Hagemann, 2007) and parts of this reflect one of the oldest land surfaces in the world that has 

not experienced recent glaciations. There are many landforms in Western Australia that have 

international recognition. These include the Bungle Bungles in the Purnululu National Park in 

the Kimberley region of Western Australia (WA) through to Wave Rock in the eastern 

Wheatbelt and across to Bluff Knoll on the south coast of WA. These and other geological sites 

lend credence to WA for the potential to develop and establish Geoparks. 

Based on the above, it is necessary for this thesis to review the concept and the 

contribution of Geoparks to local international communities. This will inform Australian 

communities about why and how Geoparks can be developed and managed, particularly in the 

Wheatbelt region of WA. Geoparks aim to improve the lifestyles of rural communities and to 

create opportunities in regional areas through generating business growth, employment, and 

encouraging communities to engage in sustainable tourism development (McKeever & Zouros, 
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2005; Zouros, 2010). Furthermore, this thesis will propose a model for creating Geoparks in 

Australia. The development of such a model will be based on a case study of the aspiring 

Westralia Granite Way Geopark in the Wheatbelt region of WA. The additional data obtained 

from workshops in the Gunduwa Conservation Region (northern region of the Wheatbelt) and 

Porongurup (southern region of the Wheatbelt) will also contribute to the research data. 

Prior to establishing a Geopark, matters such as community acceptance and participation 

in the Geopark concept, and landholder reactions according to perceptions of impacts on land 

use, need to be determined. Also, government relations with international organisations such 

as UNESCO need to be addressed to avoid potential conflict of interests. This is particularly 

required where—through previous experiences with UNESCO, in the case of World Heritage 

Areas and Man and the Biosphere reserves—legislative consequences have been incurred by 

host countries such as Australia, as well as management costs (Razian & Zischka, 2013).  

It is an aim of this thesis that a change can be brought about to Government policy 

concerning the adoption of Geoparks in Australia and that a process for establishing Geoparks 

in Australia be determined. 

1.1 Research Aims and Objectives  

The focus of this thesis was on stakeholder perceptions relating to the creation of a 

Geopark in Australia, using the Wheatbelt of WA as a case study. This thesis also aimed to 

determine any impediments that might act against establishing the Geopark concept in 

Australia and to make recommendations to address these concerns. Therefore, the overarching 

aim of this thesis was to determine: “what are stakeholders’ perceptions of the potential to 

create a Geopark in Australia?” 

Additional research aims of this thesis included: 

• Determining stakeholder perceptions in relation to establishing a Geopark in 

Australia. 

• Determining whether stakeholders were supportive and willing to contribute to 

establishing a Geopark in their community. 

• Understanding how these stakeholder perceptions and levels of support 

contributed to establishing a Geopark. 
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• Understanding and addressing, where possible, the barriers to creating Geoparks 

in Australia. 

• Determining a way forward for the establishment and recognition of Geoparks by 

Australian governments at all levels. 

1.2 Research Questions 

Examining stakeholder perceptions of Geoparks allowed the following research 

questions to be addressed with a view towards establishing a model for the development of 

Geoparks in Australia: 

1) What were stakeholder perceptions of the potential contributions of a Geopark to rural 

communities in Australia?  

Examining stakeholder perceptions about the potential contributions of a Geopark to 

rural communities was predicted to draw out the level of community awareness and 

support for Geoparks and their understanding of the value to their communities that 

Geoparks were likely to bring. 

2) What were the socio-economic implications of creating a Geopark in the Wheatbelt 

of WA? 

Understanding the socio-economic implications perceived through the creation 

of Geoparks was predicted to enable matters of perceived and real conflict to 

be addressed. 

3) What level of community engagement was required for stakeholders in the Wheatbelt 

of WA to meet the needs of the UNESCO Geopark model? 

Levels of community engagement in rural and remote regions is becoming more 

difficult as rural decline occurs due to changing agricultural requirements 

impacting on employment opportunities which brings about declining regional 

services and a decreased rural population. Knowing community engagement 

requirements was deemed important to assist in the decision-making process to 

establish Geoparks in Australia. 

1.3 Thesis Structure 

Chapter 1 introduces the thesis and its research including the aims, objectives, and 

research questions. Chapter 2 provides the background about Geoparks and their place in 
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international and local settings, as well as setting out the potential for Australia and Western 

Australia (WA) to adopt the Geopark concept. It was considered important by the researcher 

to provide this level of detail as a means of supporting information on the adoption of 

Geoparks in Australia. Chapter 3 focuses on a targeted review of relevant stakeholder 

literature and stakeholder perceptions and how such perceptions are derived. Literature is also 

reviewed in the context of determining the background to Geoparks in this chapter. Geopark 

management and structure, as well as the potential for job creation, community engagement, 

and community wellbeing will also be reviewed. Chapter 4 outlines the case study area, 

reviews Kanawinka, and determines whether WA has the potential for a Geopark. Chapter 5 

provides an account of the methods used in this thesis while Chapter 6 provides an analysis 

of quantitative and qualitative data gathered. Chapter 7 discusses the research questions 

regarding WA stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks, the legislative and socio-economic 

implications, levels of community engagement, and the challenges raised for establishing a 

Geopark in Australia. It then considers a way forward for Geoparks in Australia. Chapter 8 

provides a conclusion to the research and outlines a way forward for Geoparks in Australia. 

The thesis structure is shown in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1 Thesis Structure and Chapter Outline 

Chapter Focus 

Chapter 1 Background to Geopark development which develops the context for the research 

with an introduction to the study subject, the aims, research questions, 

methodology, and methods used. 

Chapter 2 The contextual background to Geoparks at an international level which provides 

the background to Geoparks and an analysis of the contribution of Geoparks to 

communities and host countries. 

Chapter 3 Stakeholder perspectives including a literature review of what comprises 

stakeholders and their perceptions 

Chapter 4 The site description for the field research and the potential for Geoparks in 

Australia. This chapter also reviews Kanawinka, Australia’s only (former) 

Geopark and determines whether Western Australia has the potential for a 

Geopark. 

Chapter 5 Methods of data collection. 

Chapter 6 Outcomes of stakeholder perspectives derived through forums, online surveys, 

questionnaires, and interviews. Stakeholder perceptions about the contributions of 

a geopark to rural areas. 

Chapter 7 Discussion - The socio-political environment for and against Geoparks in Western 

Australia. Levels of community engagement required to establish a Geopark. 

Developing the way forward for the development of Geoparks in Western 

Australia. 

Chapter 8 Conclusion to the research 
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The Concept of Geoparks at an International Level 

Introduction 

Chapter 1 outlined the basis and structure for this thesis and provided an overarching 

introduction to Geoparks and the potential for Western Australia to be a “player” in the United 

Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) Global Geoparks 

program. Establishing the context for this thesis requires an understanding of the concepts and 

origins from which the Global Geopark program evolved. The concept of Geoparks is 

presented to inform readers and establish an understanding about Geoparks before researching 

the potential of establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia.  

This chapter outlines the concept and development of Geoparks at an international level 

commencing from discussions between Martini and Zouros, the Geopark concept initiators, 

about concerns over the lack of protection of geoheritage and the ongoing destruction of 

significant geological sites (Zouros, 2004). It also reviews regional development networks 

which foster the Geopark concept, sharing learning and developing further Geoparks around 

the world (Global Geopark Network, 2010). The perception of legal ramifications of declaring 

Geoparks are reviewed noting that Geoparks are not a legislated category of land management 

(Global Geopark Network, 2010; UNESCO, 2017b). UNESCO has played a significant role in 

the development of the Global Geopark program. UNESCO provided ad hoc administrative 

support to the program from 2004 until 2015 when it formally adopted Global Geoparks as a 

formal program along with its 1970s World Heritage Areas and Man and the Biosphere reserve 

programs. 

The aim of this chapter is therefore to develop an understanding of the concept of 

Geoparks from an international perspective, so that this understanding can be applied to 

determine whether the creation of Geoparks in Australia can be achieved. 

2.1 The Development of the Concept of International Geoparks 

Geoparks can be established at local, regional, national, or at a global level. In 2017, 

China had 204 national Geoparks of which 35 were Global Geoparks (Ng, 2017). This thesis 

focuses on Global Geoparks. 
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Geoparks represent areas of international geological significance (Dowling, 2013; 

UNESCO, 2012), have a range of attributes and requirements, and are regularly assessed (every 

4 years) to maintain their Global Geopark status. The concept of Geoparks arose following 

concerns that geological heritage sites were not being adequately interpreted or managed 

(Dingwall et al., 2005). Geoparks evolved in Europe in the early 1990s when two geologists, 

Nickolas Zouros and Guy Martini, noticed that geologically significant sites were not afforded 

any form of protection and were being destroyed by vandalism and uncontrolled tourism 

access. They set about lobbying for a form of protection mostly based on education and were 

rewarded with ad hoc support from UNESCO to promote a network of geological sites having 

significant geological features (UNESCO, 1999b). In 2015, this support developed into a new 

program for UNESCO when the Global Geoparks Program was adopted under UNESCO’s 

Earth Sciences Division (UNESCO, 2016e).  

Zouros and Martini proposed the concept of Geoparks in 1996 during a discussion at the 

30th International Geological Congress in Beijing (Zouros, 2004). The symposium was 

addressing the protection of geological heritage. They recognised that areas of geological 

significance could be better protected and conserved by including communities and tourism in 

a way that increased awareness through education and encouraging sustainable development 

within Geoparks. They also recognised that through the mechanisms of ecotourism and 

geotourism, a significant contribution to sustainable development could be achieved. Their 

promotion of the Geopark concept was based in part on their own experiences; particularly that 

of Zouros in the Lesvos region in Greece where the tourism feature of petrified forests attracted 

increasing numbers of tourists after the area was declared a Global Geopark. Zouros (2004), in 

defining Geoparks, noted that they should contribute to the awareness and education of society 

about the geological heritage relating to Earth’s formation as well as affording protection and 

conservation of valued geological features. 

2.1.1 Early International Geopark History: 1972 -1996 

UNESCO established the World Heritage Council in 1972 and defined the cultural and 

natural heritage values that would be protected by the World Heritage Council. However, 

provision was only made for the protection of geological and physiographical formations that 

protected rare and endangered fauna and flora species (UNESCO, 1972). World Heritage Areas 

were considered to represent the cultural and natural heritage of outstanding universal value. 

The UNESCO Man and the Biosphere program worked “to improve the relationship between 
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people and the environment” (UNESCO, 2017c, p. 3). See Appendix B for further detail on 

World Heritage Areas, Man and the Biosphere, and Geoparks.  

Early geologists observed that World Heritage Areas and Man and the Biosphere 

conservation reserves, established under the 1972 programs, focussed on biological aspects of 

fauna and flora essentially reserving geographical areas for the protection of endangered 

species and habitats (UNESCO, 1972). There was little consideration of the abiotic aspects or 

the geological heritage of these designations.  

Dingwall et al. (2005) later observed that there was no specific provision for the 

protection of sites of geological interest. UNESCO also made this observation in 2000 while 

subsequently setting out guidelines and criteria for national Geoparks that were nominating to 

become members of the Global Network (UNESCO, 2010). The exclusion of geological 

heritage from these conservation measures was of concern to the geosciences community and 

discussions began to take place on improving protection measures of these resources in the face 

of increasing use by the tourism industry. Nor was there any focus on the contribution to be 

made by addressing the protection and conservation of geoheritage sites (European Association 

for the Conservation of the Geological Heritage, 2009). 

During the early 1990s, in the absence of formal protection measures for geological sites, 

European geologists and geoscientists began working towards the development of a protection 

mechanism for areas of geological significance which were coming under increased pressure 

from a rapidly expanding tourism industry. 

In 1991 at the First International Symposium on the Conservation of our Geological 

Heritage at Digne, France, organised by the European Association for the Conservation of the 

Geological Heritage and with a conference theme which adopted a focus on conservation of 

geological heritage, conference specialists from over 30 countries recognised that geological 

heritage shown in rocks and landscapes required protection (UNESCO, 1999b). This 

recognition focussed on areas that were being exploited through increasing levels of tourism 

and through fossicking where valuable artefacts were being removed from geologically 

significant locations. The delegates called upon all national and international authorities to 

protect geological heritage by all means possible including legal, organisational, and financial 

measures (Digne Conference Committee, 1991). This became the first formal call to protect 

and promote geological heritage in combination with sustainable local development 
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(Fassoulas, Mouriki, Dimitriou-Nikolakis, & Iliopoulos, 2012; Jones, 2008). Symposium 

delegates produced a charter (The Declaration of the Rights of the Memory of the Earth) (Digne 

Conference Committee, 1991) that was later considered the first milestone in establishing 

Geoparks (Andrasanu, 2012). 

There remained little international conservation or protection of the abiotic aspects of the 

environment until a groundswell of attention for the conservation of geological heritage 

became apparent in the mid-1990s. 

2.1.2 UNESCO’s Engagement with Geoparks: 1997 onwards 

UNESCO initiated moves to address the groundswell of activity for the protection of 

geo-sites and in 1997 approved a line item in its budget indicating that “Initiatives will also be 

taken to promote a global network of geo-sites having special geological features” (UNESCO, 

1997, p. 53). The UNESCO Division of Earth Sciences convened an international meeting of 

geological experts at UNESCO headquarters and produced a report setting out a future 

direction for the protection of geological heritage. The report was submitted to the General 

Council, UNESCO (UNESCO, 1998) and in 1997, at its 29th meeting in Paris, the General 

Council of UNESCO approved steps to develop a global network to promote geo-sites which 

had special geological features (UNESCO, 1999b). UNESCO also approved a budget during 

this meeting which included reference to initiatives to “promote a global network of geo-sites 

having special geological features” (UNESCO, 1997, p. 53). UNESCO’s Division of Earth 

Sciences undertook an investigative role and, during 1996 to 1998, evaluated several 

international geo-sites as well as convening international meetings of experts during 1997 and 

1999. The aim was to determine a framework to conserve geological heritage and to pursue, 

under the auspices of UNESCO, a new direction of Geoparks called the Geoparks program 

(UNESCO, 1999b). The UNESCO General Conference in 1999 authorised the Director 

General, Division of Earth Sciences, to prepare a feasibility study on developing a UNESCO 

Geoparks Programme to enhance geological heritage (UNESCO, 1999a). In April 1999, 

approval was given when the Executive Council of UNESCO authorised the creation of a new 

Geoparks program to promote a global network of Geoparks.  

In Paris on 15th April 1999, the Executive Board of UNESCO, following approval at its 

General Conference 29th session, gave approval to undertake steps to “promote a global 

network of geo-sites having special geological features” (UNESCO, 1999b). Developing an 
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initiative on Geoparks which focussed on the preservation of significant examples of the 

geological environment became an integral part of local strategies for sustainable development. 

The outcome followed earlier work by the UNESCO Division of Earth Sciences from 1996-

1998 which had assessed various testing areas and held subsequent meetings in 1997, 1998, 

and 1999 “to prepare a framework of future activities in the conservation of geological heritage. 

This set the scene for the possible launch of a new dedicated undertaking under UNESCO’s 

auspices entitled the Geoparks Programme” (UNESCO, 1999b, p. 3). The UNESCO summary 

of the Executive Board meeting 156 EX/11 (Revised) also pointed out that the recognition of 

geological heritage at large “is not covered by any of the existing UNESCO programmes, 

neither the World Heritage Convention nor the Global Network of Biosphere Reserves within 

the Man and the Biosphere ... Programme” (UNESCO, 1999b, 2010). In defining the role of a 

Geopark, the paper described a Geopark as “a dedicated area enclosing features of special 

geological significance, rarity or beauty.” (UNESCO, 1999b, 2010). It further indicated that 

the Geopark features also needed to be representative of the geological history of an area and 

the events and processes that formed it. The summary paper outlined that Geoparks came under 

the exclusive jurisdiction of the government in the country in which it was situated. It also 

proposed the possibilities for future use of Geoparks including providing for scientific research 

and broad environmental education as well as local sustainable development where the 

generation of employment and new economic activities could be developed including links to 

geotourism and trades in geo-products such as fossil casting and souvenirs. 

The members of the UNESCO geo-scientific community in 1999 who supported this 

initiative included: Brazil, Canada, China, Cote d’Ivoire, East African countries (Kenya, 

United Republic of Tanzania, Uganda), Ecuador, Egypt, Gabon, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, 

Namibia, Philippines, South Africa, and 16 European countries (UNESCO, 1999b). Non-

government organisations who also expressed interest included: the European Association for 

Conservation of Geological Heritage, the International Association of Engineering Geology 

and the Environment, the International Geographical Union, and the International Union of 

Geological Sciences (UNESCO, 1999b). This clearly demonstrated increasing international 

interest in the Geopark movement.  

Further support of UNESCO was achieved in 2000 when the feasibility of establishing a 

Geoparks program was recognised by the UNESCO Council (UNESCO, 2000). Subsequently, 

in 2000, the UNESCO Executive Council acted on the previous authorisation and invited the 
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Director-General to implement a corresponding plan of action by preparing a feasibility study 

on a UNESCO Geoparks program to enhance geological heritage. The recommendations from 

the study proposed that a Geopark’s activity be established under the World Network of MAB 

UNESCO program (UNESCO, 2000). 

However, in 2001 at the 161st session of UNESCO’s Executive Board, most delegates 

decided “not to pursue the development of a UNESCO Geoparks programme, but instead to 

support ad hoc efforts within individual Member States as appropriate”(UNESCO, 2001a, p. 

8). UNESCO had reduced its commitment to Geoparks limiting its focus to “promoting respect 

for geological heritage through education and popularization activities concerning the earth 

sciences” (UNESCO, 1999a, p. 42). UNESCO opted not to have a Geopark program and 

modified its level of support to ad hoc calling on UNESCO’s Division of Earth Sciences to 

provide administrative support only. Eder and Patzak (2004) observed that in June 2001, 

UNESCO determined not to pursue the Geoparks Program and that the Division of Earth 

Sciences would only commit to education relating to geological heritage. 

This 2001 UNESCO policy direction did not slow the Geopark movement with the 

establishment of globally recognised Geoparks. Among many other countries, China provided 

strong support for the Geopark concept (Bailey & Hill, 2010) and of Global Geoparks. China’s 

Vice Premier at the time, Zeng Peiyan, stated that China was willing to enhance international 

exchanges and partnerships to build Geoparks and to protect and utilize valuable geological 

resources (Bayer, 2007). 

In 2003, UNESCO’s reference in its annual proceedings referred only to “as well as to 

support existing initiatives for the promotion of geological heritage, in broad cooperation with 

Member States” (UNESCO, 2003, p. 31). By the time of the 32nd and 33rd General Conferences 

of UNESCO, the ongoing authorisation to the Director General was to implement existing 

activities for the promotion of geological heritage (UNESCO, 2001b, 2003). This directive was 

a positive outcome for the international creation and recognition of Geoparks and led to the 

establishment of the Global Geopark Network in 2004 which assisted with coordination and 

sharing between regional networks. In 2004 at the 5th European Geoparks Networks meeting 

at the Madonie Geopark in Italy, UNESCO’s Earth Science Division jointly signed the 

Madonie Declaration with the European Geopark Network. This action recognised the 

European Geopark Network’s role as a reference point for future Global Geopark nominations 
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from Europe and the creation of new European networks (Zouros & Eder, 2004). UNESCO 

then also established the requirements for the establishment of Geoparks under its program.  

By 2005, UNESCO support was to “promote geological heritage” (UNESCO, 2005, p. 

59); however, it recorded in its 33rd General Conference proceedings that “better use should be 

made of UNESCO’s World Heritage sites, the World Network of Biosphere Reserves and 

Geoparks” (UNESCO, 2005, p. 206). 

The initial UNESCO definitions of Geoparks included reference to the protection of 

Geoparks as nationally protected areas of geological heritage of importance including rarity 

and aesthetic appeal. Each Geopark site was to develop an integrated approach through 

protection, education, and sustainable development to be achieved by seeking to conserve 

geological features of significance. Geoparks were also required to demonstrate that they were 

working to develop and demonstrate excellence in conservation; organising activities, 

providing logistics for implementation, communicating geological scientific knowledge and 

environmental concepts to the community; and stimulating economic and sustainable 

development through geotourism activities which attracts visitors and increases demand for 

and encourages local industry development and quality products (Eder & Patzak, 2004; 

UNESCO, 2006; Zouros, 2004). This arrangement continued until 2015 with UNESCO 

providing ad hoc support to national Geopark initiatives. These were coordinated through a 

Global Network of National Geoparks, the Global Geoparks Network (GGN), where national 

geological heritage initiatives could benefit fully from their membership in a global network 

of exchange and cooperation (UNESCO, 2010).  

2.2 Definitions and Functions of Geoparks 

Nickolas Zouros, one of the initiators of Geoparks, wrote that “the definition of a 

Geopark was created after a long period of meetings and discussions concerning the appropriate 

characteristics, structure and function of such an institution” (Zouros, 2004, p. 165). According 

to Zouros’ definition, a European Geopark is a territory that combines the protection and 

promotion of geological heritage with sustainable local development and has the following 

main characteristics:  

• Single unified geographic areas, 

• Sites and landscapes of international significance, and 
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• Holistic management for conservation, education, and sustainable development. 

(Zouros, 2004) 

(For further detail see Appendix A) 

In 2004, Zouros recommended that further activities undertaken by the Geoparks include: 

• the protection of endangered geological heritage sites for future generations and 

education of the public at large in matters concerning geological sciences and the 

environment; 

• taking an active role in organizing and hosting education and training activities at all 

education levels in Earth Sciences regarding the enhancement of the natural 

environment and in sustainable development policies;  

• having a direct impact on the region in which it is situated by influencing its inhabitants' 

living conditions and environment with an aim to enabling the inhabitants to re-

appropriate the values of the area's heritage, and  

• active participation in the region's cultural revitalization as a whole (Zouros, 2004). 

Summarising the definition of Geoparks, Gulpinar Akbulut’s (Akbulut, 2009) paper to 

the VIII European Geoparks Conference in Portugal provided an overarching view of the role 

of Geoparks positing that:  

Geoparks are geographical areas where geological and geomorphological heritage sites 

are part of a holistic concept involving conservation of all natural and cultural heritages, 

where socio-economic development, education, sustainable tourism and sites of 

ecological, archaeological, historical and/or cultural value are included (cited in Carvalho 

& Rodrigues, 2009, p. 264).  

This definition reinforces the broad aspects of Geoparks in acknowledging conservation 

and sustainable use as well as emphasising the requirement for education and recognition of 

cultural values. 

Therefore, a Geopark can be said to represent an area of significant geological heritage 

protected by its community for current and future generations through which visitors are 

educated about the Geopark’s geological heritage and its connection with natural and cultural 

values. 
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2.3 UNESCO Requirements for Global Geoparks 

After earlier provision of ad hoc administrative support for the need for global 

recognition of Geoparks in 2004, UNESCO provided its definition declaring a Global Geopark 

must demonstrate geological heritage of international significance with the purpose of a 

Geopark being to explore, develop, and celebrate the links between geological heritage and all 

other aspects of the area's natural, cultural, and intangible heritages. UNESCO also indicated 

that it was about reconnecting human society to the planet and celebrating its 4,600 million 

year long history which has shaped Earth’s societies (UNESCO, 2012). Geoparks should raise 

awareness of the relationship between culture and climate change and the promotion of 

securing natural, tangible, and intangible cultural heritage sites as well as biosphere reserves 

and Geoparks - all of which are now designated by UNESCO as climate change observatories 

(UNESCO, 2016d). According to Ng (2014), the functions of Geoparks are to protect, educate, 

and provide sustainable development and to channel geo-tourists away from sensitive areas via 

planned access. This may be achieved through sensitive planning and installation of 

infrastructure, providing interpretation and visitor viewing areas, and having staff available to 

ensure visitors behave appropriately. 

To facilitate the appreciation and nomination of Geoparks to global status, UNESCO also 

developed a self-evaluation process for future nominees (UNESCO, 2010). This provided a 

structured assessment procedure addressing focus areas of geology and landscape, 

management and structure, information and environmental education, geotourism, and 

sustainable regional economy (Appendix A). UNESCO also clarified its role as one of 

supporting member nations in establishing Geoparks (UNESCO, 2017g). 

In 2010, to meet UNESCO requirements for nominating a Geopark, the Global Geoparks 

Network required elements including geology and landscape, management structure, 

information and environmental education, geotourism, and sustainable regional economies to 

be addressed (UNESCO, 2010). These requirements anticipated that a high level of stakeholder 

engagement and participation would be necessary to establish and develop a Geopark. The 

formation of a Global Geopark is governed by criteria established by the Global Geopark 

Network (UNESCO, 2010). 

In 2010, UNESCO produced further guidelines to assist aspiring Geoparks seeking 

global recognition to make submissions for inclusion to the Global Geoparks Network. While 
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these guidelines were the formal process for Geopark development and acceptance to global 

status, they also set out what Geoparks should contribute in terms of international, national, 

and regional outcomes. UNESCO elected to work in partnership with the European Geopark 

Network which coordinated registrations of global Geoparks. UNESCO also “encourages 

many forms of cooperation, especially in the fields of education, management, tourism, 

sustainable development, and regional planning among GGN members” (UNESCO, 2010, p. 

2). This UNESCO requirement establishes a range of areas in which Geoparks need to 

contribute. In the guidelines UNESCO established criteria addressing size and setting, 

management and local involvement, economic development, education, protection and 

conservation, the global network, and reporting and periodical review (Farsani et al., 2011b; 

UNESCO, 2006). 

In 2014, at the 6th International UNESCO Conference on Global Geoparks held at 

Stonehammer Global Geopark in New Brunswick Canada, the General Assembly of Global 

Geoparks endorsed an updated set of guidelines and criteria to be applied to aspiring Geoparks 

seeking acceptance as Global Geoparks. Also endorsed were Statutes (similar to a Charter or 

Constitution in Australia) outlining the establishment of the Global Geoparks Network which 

would be registered and given legal status under French legislation (France law on Associations 

of July 1, 1901) for incorporated non-profit organisations (McKnight, 2014). Both outcomes 

were submitted to the 195th UNESCO Executive Board in 2014, the International Union of 

Geological Sciences Executive Committee in early 2015, and the International Geoscience 

Programme Scientific Board in 2015. The process for approval also required that the final 

version of the Statute be submitted to the 196th meeting of the UNESCO Executive board before 

approval of the International Geosciences and Geoparks Programme at the 38th General 

Conference of UNESCO in late 2015. The IGGP replaced the IGCP and the formal UNESCO 

Geopark program was formally launched (UNESCO, 2015a).  

In 2016, UNESCO released an updated information publication “Celebrating Earth 

Heritage, Sustaining Local Communities” which set out the guidelines and requirements for 

establishing a Global Geopark. While setting out UNESCO requirements, it also stated 

“UNESCO Global Geopark status does not imply restrictions on any economic activity inside 
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a UNESCO Global Geopark where that activity complies with Indigenous2, local, regional 

and/or national legislation” (UNESCO, 2016b, p. 10). 

An important aspect of learning how to protect and manage, as well as sharing the 

significance of a place, is through networking which continues to be a requirement of UNESCO 

support. 

2.4 Geopark Networks - Global and Regional 

The development of Geopark networks grew through the involvement of four European 

countries (Greece, France, Germany, and Spain) taking the lead by initiating a communications 

network in 2000. In addressing the need for an international perspective—and noting the rising 

importance and recognition of Geoparks—the formation of the European Geoparks Network 

in 2000, and the Global Geoparks Network in 2004, through UNESCO paved the way for 

Geoparks to become an established recognition system for geological heritage. The Asia-

Pacific Geoparks Network was founded in 2007 as the recognition of the value of the Geopark 

concept became a global program. Two further Geopark networks have been established. In 

2017, the Geopark Network of Latin America and the Caribbean was launched and, in 2019, 

the African Geopark Network was launched. The European, Global and Asia-Pacific networks 

are expanded upon below. 

2.4.1.1 European Geopark Network 

As stated previously, architects of the concept of Geopark networks were Nickolas 

Zouros (Greece) and Guy Martini (France) and in 2000 each took a major role in establishing 

the regional European Geopark Network. Zouros and Martini had discussed the concept in 

1996 during a symposium in Beijing to protect geological heritage values (Zouros, 2004). This 

was the first time that serious effort was undertaken to serve both the scientific issue of the 

protection and conservation of geological objects as well as the needs of the society in which 

these geological objects were found. The idea behind the initiative was that true sustainable 

territorial development could be achieved through the protection and promotion of geological 

heritage for scientific, educational, and touristic activities (Zouros, 2004). 

 
2 The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of People provides a definition of Indigenous peoples (United 
Nations Human Rights Commission, 2007). The term Indigenous is used by the researcher to refer to global 
Indigenous peoples and communities other than Australian Aboriginal peoples and communities.  
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The European Geoparks Network began in 1998 with discussions initiated between the 

Reserve Geologique de Haute Provence (France) and Gerolstein/Vulkaneifel Geopark 

(Germany) to explore the potential for collaboration in an innovative project designed to create 

a European Geoparks Network (Zouros, 2004). Representative of the Petrified Forest of Lesvos 

(Greece) and the Maestrazgo Cultural Park (Spain) Geoparks also participated in this process 

and, with French and German partners, formed the basis of the network.  

Zouros, in his role as European Geoparks Network Coordination Committee 

Coordinator, reported that the European Geoparks Network was established in June 2000 by 

four regions (Geoparks) of different European Countries—France, Germany, Spain, and 

Greece—with similar natural and socioeconomic characteristics (Danquah, Kuwornu, & 

Pappinen, 2013). In 2004, following the signing of the Madonie Declaration, Geoparks were 

given ad hoc support from UNESCO and were able to be listed as Global Geoparks.  

At the commencement of this new era for Geoparks, 24 Global geoparks were registered 

under the UNESCO model. By 2012, the network was comprised of 59 Geoparks from 21 

European countries (European Geoparks Network, 2014) and by 2018 there were 140 Global 

Geoparks and 38 countries involved (Figure 2.1). The UNESCO listing does not account for 

those Geoparks designated but subsequently delisted following their 4-year reassessment. Only 

one Geopark, Rocca di Cerere (Italy), was observed as successfully achieving re-designation 

after being delisted (UNESCO, 2017h). The foundation year for Global Geoparks, 2004, 

involved an initial listing of 24 Geoparks. 
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Figure 2.1 The annual and net growth in numbers of Global Geoparks and countries involved to 2018. 

Kanawinka was listed in 2008 and delisted in 2012. 

Source: UNESCO (2017). 

2.4.1.2 Global Geopark Network 

Bringing areas of common interest together is essential in achieving global goals. To this 

end, the Global Geopark Network was designed by UNESCO to provide a basis for consistency 

in aims and management for areas of geological heritage. With the growing interest in 

Geoparks on a worldwide basis, UNESCO saw the need for coordination of the concept’s 

growth and established the Global Geopark Network in 2004. UNESCO outlined its 

requirements for the network as: 

• a voluntary network of Global Geoparks supported by UNESCO; 

• a dynamic network where members are committed to work together and exchange ideas 

of best practice; 
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• join in common projects to raise the quality standards of all products and practices of a 

Global Geopark; 

• meet every 2 years; 

• function through the operation of regional networks such as the European Geoparks 

Network which meets twice a year to develop and promote joint activities. (Global 

Geopark Network, 2014; UNESCO, 2016f)  

The global network, established in 2004 under UNESCO, brought together members of 

international and regional Geopark networks. The initial membership included eight Chinese 

Geoparks and 17 European Geoparks.  

In June 2004, the first international Geoparks conference was held in Beijing in China to 

promote the global Geopark network concept. The original 25 Geoparks received 

commemorative plaques (European Geopark Network, 2015). Membership of the global 

Geopark community continued to grow, and by February 2014 there were 100 members 

(Global Geopark Network, 2014) subsequently growing to 127 Global Geopark members from 

35 countries in 2017 and 140 by 2018 (Figure 2.1). 

An essential component of the GGN is that members meet and exchange concepts and 

developments within their respective Geoparks. The development of international conferences 

and forums are key measures to share information and learn from others; this became an 

essential component of maintaining global Geopark status. 

In 2006, five countries participated in the 2nd International Forum on Geoparks. The 

forum endorsed the UNESCO Geopark Program as “an efficient tool for geo-heritage 

protection, recreation, education and economic development” (Wei et al., 2012, p. 1). The 

forum also made specific recommendations addressing Planning (a Master Plan should be 

developed for each Geopark); Conservation (which required surveys and quantitative targets 

to be completed early to provide the Geopark with baseline data); Facilities (planning 

addressing access and accommodation needs of visitors, artists, and vendors); Education and 

Interpretation (linking educational activities to school standards and curricula and providing 

heritage information including geologic and cultural thematic presentation adopting best 

practice); and Tourism and Community Involvement (identifying tourist typologies, needs, and 

budgets as well as drawing the community in for planning discussions, consideration of 

economic activities, and developing stakeholder awareness) (Wei et al., 2012). Five 
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international forums have since been held to discuss and determine the direction of Geoparks. 

The 6th International UNESCO Conference on Global Geoparks was held in 2014 at the 

Stonehammer Geopark in Canada and the 7th International Conference in 2016 was held in 

Torquay at the English Riviera Global Geopark in the United Kingdom, with future meetings 

scheduled on a biannual basis. 

2.4.1.3 Asia-Pacific Geoparks Network 

China took an active role in developing Geoparks and was the leader in the Asia-Pacific 

region promoting Geoparks from 2001. The Asia-Pacific Geoparks Network (APGN) is a 

member of the Global Geopark Network and was founded in 2007 under Article 18 of the 

Global Geoparks Network Statutes and reflected the rapid uptake of the Geopark concept in 

the region. The role of the APGN is to coordinate Geopark activity at a regional level and 

organise networking, “workshops and seminars, capacity building activities, common projects, 

promotional activities and common publications” (Asia Pacific Geopark Network, 2011a, p. 

1). By 2010, there were 32 Global Geoparks represented in this network including Australia’s 

Kanawinka Global Geopark which was subsequently delisted in 2014 due to the lack of 

government support for the Geopark process. APGN member countries include China, Iran, 

Japan, Korea, Malaysia, and Vietnam (Global Geopark Network, 2014). The APGN continues 

to provide a basis for networking between stakeholders, including those currently without a 

Geopark but with nationally important geo-sites, to facilitate the nomination and establishment 

of future Geoparks (Asia Pacific Geopark Network, 2011b). 

APGN meets on a bi-annual basis to provide a networking opportunity for its members 

and to encourage sustainable economic development within Geoparks particularly in terms of 

geotourism and nature-based activities (Asia Pacific Geopark Network, 2011b). There is a 

strong focus on encouraging education and awareness raising of Geopark programs. 

As members of the Global Geopark Network, Geoparks are required to send 

representatives to bi-annual conferences to share their experiences and learn from other 

successful Geoparks. Each must send at least one delegate to the local (regional) Geopark 

network conferences at their own cost. Australia has maintained representation as a delegate to 

the APGN conferences through representation at the UNESCO level. This was achieved 

through having Australian specialists in geotourism leading up to the inauguration of 

Kanawinka Geopark and through keen community interest in establishing Geoparks. 
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2.5 Legislative Implications and Costs of Adopting Geopark Programs 

The 1972 the UNESCO Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and 

Natural Heritage introduced requirements on participant countries (Burlando, Firpo, Queirolo, 

Rovere, & Vacchi, 2011). However, there are no specific requirements associated with 

proposing and establishing Geoparks other than existing local legislation (UNESCO, 2014a). 

The declaration of a Geopark, and its recognition by UNESCO, does not impose any legal 

implications or obligations on the nominating country as membership is voluntary (Bailey & 

Hill, 2010) with the exception of requiring that the management organisation for the Geopark 

is legally incorporated within the host country’s existing legal structure. As Geoparks are not 

specifically a new form of protected area or landscape (Global Geopark Network, 2010), there 

are no additional land management requirements as the host country retains all legal 

management obligations for existing government reserved lands such as nature reserves and 

national parks (UNESCO, 2014a). As stated above, UNESCO Global Geopark status does not 

infer any restrictions on economic activity where that activity is within the scope of existing 

Indigenous, local, state, or national legislation. (Boys, 2012; UNESCO, 2017b). Furthermore, 

participating countries are not required to sign any conventions and retain their sovereign right 

to manage lands within Geoparks as they would normally do (Bailey & Hill, 2010). However, 

host countries might review current legislative arrangements, and consider introducing new 

legislation or amendments to existing legislation, to improve the legal protection of areas of 

geological significance (Piranha, Lama, & Bacci, 2011; Prosser, 2011). This might give rise to 

increased costs within the nominated Geopark boundaries, but these additional costs would be 

initiated locally and not because of UNESCO requirements. Notwithstanding these outcomes, 

a nomination to become a Geopark includes a requirement for aspiring Geoparks to have been 

functioning at a local level (community, regional, or state) for up to 3 years prior to nomination. 

During this period, any legal requirements and management costs should already be known by 

each of the stakeholders that have legal obligations under existing legislation. 

Some costs that might be incurred through the nomination and development of a Geopark 

include establishing a coordination and management group, preparing a nomination proposal, 

developing a management plan, joint marketing and promotional materials, hosting an 

evaluation team to assess the Geopark, and sending a representative to meetings or conferences 

(Global Geopark Network, 2010). These costs are met by the Geopark community organising 

committee; however, in situations where much of the infrastructure is already in place, these 
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costs are likely to be minimal. Management costs for government agencies responsible for 

established formal reserves would be ongoing (Bailey & Hill, 2010). 

Community support becomes the key driver as part of the ground-up support mechanism 

to establish a Geopark (Bailey & Hill, 2010). It is the community’s intimate knowledge of the 

area being proposed, and its passion brought about through local stakeholder contribution and 

ownership, that is essential in establishing a Geopark. Geoparks are community-led concepts 

(Bailey & Hill, 2010; Halim, Komoo, Salleh, & Omar, 2011) developed by their respective 

local and regional communities leading the way for the existing infrastructure, including social 

capital, to be managed in order to create opportunities for business development and job 

creation through tourism in rural areas. Anecdotal evidence suggests there are many positive 

elements associated with tourism through Geoparks in rural communities. This has been 

reported in China where significant socio-economic tourism-related benefits to rural areas have 

been realised where Geoparks have been established (Ng, 2017; Xun & Ting, 2003). These 

outcomes should encourage other countries that have not yet initiated Geoparks to adopt the 

Geopark concept. 

2.6 Indicative Scale of Geoparks 

The scale of proposed Geoparks needs to be of enough size to enable sustainable 

development within their boundaries. Geoparks should be “an area with clearly defined 

boundaries and a large enough area for it to serve local economic and cultural development 

(particularly through tourism)” (UNESCO, 2014a, p. 3). 

Early establishment of Geoparks focussed on regional areas which by default were 

largely rural in nature (Boys, 2012), meaning that they were not urban or city-centric. Farsani 

et al. (2011b) observed that the European Geoparks Networks charter and the Global Network 

regulations indicate that all Geoparks have to be established in rural areas implying Geoparks 

and geotourism were opportunities for development in rural areas which would also address 

unemployment and population migration. When the Global Geopark Network (GGN) was 

established in 2004, the established Geopark Network of European and existing Chinese 

Geoparks (seventeen European and eight Chinese) were included automatically (Zouros, 

2004). The GGN Global Coordination Office was located in Beijing, China (Zouros, 2004). 

The European Geoparks were already contributing to regional communities through 

sustainable development and raising awareness and conservation of geological heritage within 
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their respective communities (Zouros, 2004). The geographic scale of the Geoparks included 

extensive rural areas and some towns within their boundaries. Figure 2.2 displays the range of 

sizes for Geoparks. Of the 127 Geoparks in 2017, 60 were under 1,000 square kilometres with 

the smallest being the Copper Coast Global Geopark in Ireland at 50 square kilometres and the 

largest being the Acores (Azores in English) Global Geopark in Portugal at 12,884 square 

kilometres. Other examples provided by Zouros (2004) include the Geopark Réserve 

Géologique de Haute-Provence (France) with an area of 200,000 hectares (officially 2,300 

square kilometres) including some 55 communities, while the Madonie Geopark in Italy covers 

22 local councils of which 15 are within the regional natural park of Madonie. Furthermore, at 

Madonie, the 15 councils fully supported the Geopark nomination and worked together in 

coordination of the Geopark (Zouros, 2004). This level of support is important as Geoparks 

can be shown to include a range of authorities and other conservation reserves adding to both 

promotion and protection. In relation to the scale of Geoparks in China, Xun and Ting (2003) 

recorded that the Yuntaishan National Geopark in China covered an area of 190 square 

kilometres with 600,000 visitors in 2001, increasing in visitor numbers to 940,000 in 2002. In 

2017, the size range of Geoparks in China ranged from 150 square kilometres for the Hong 

Kong Geopark to 3,653.21 square kilometres for the remote Arxan Global Geopark. 

 

Figure 2.2  Size range of Geoparks (square kilometres). Kanawinka comprised 26,910 square kilometres 

when it was listed in 2008. 

Note: Groupings change at 5,000.  

Source: (UNESCO, 2017g). 
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Prior to 2015, Australia had the largest Global Geopark, Kanawinka, which covered 

26,910 square kilometres, almost twice the size of the largest existing Global Geopark, before 

it was delisted by UNESCO as a Global Geopark (Stansfield, 2013) when the Australian 

government refused to provide support for its reclassification (Murphy, 2011). Kanawinka is 

further discussed in Chapter 4. 

2.7 Observed Contributions of Geoparks to Rural Communities and Stakeholders 

Geoparks are encouraged under UNESCO’s guidelines to provide a contribution to the 

conservation and protection of geological heritage, to create awareness and provide education 

about the resource being conserved, and to promote sustainable development within the area 

of the Geopark (UNESCO, 2017f). Heritage sites within Geoparks relate not only to their 

geological aspects but also to their archaeology, ecology, history, and culture (Azman, Halim, 

Liu, & Komoo, 2011). Contributions made directly and indirectly to geo-communities (those 

communities and stakeholders associated with the Geoparks) can include economic, 

environmental, social, and cultural effects as well as educational services such as providing 

information addressing geoscience for the general public (Boys, 2012). While there are positive 

contributions, sometimes negative outcomes such as environmental effects and biodiversity 

loss can occur (Korstanje & Babu, 2012; Navalpotro, Quiroga, & Pérez, 2012; Singh, Mal, & 

Kala, 2009). Cultural change and high visitor numbers may also affect, either directly or 

indirectly, local communities (Kim, Uysal, & Sirgy, 2013). Such effects take the form of 

commodification of culture, loss of authenticity through commercialisation of arts and crafts, 

damage or removal of artefacts, and degraded visitor experiences (Hillman, Moyle, & Weiler, 

2017; Newsome, Dowling, & Leung, 2013). 

Geoparks encourage sustainable development which provides additional support to 

communities and through engaging visitors with geotourism and branding through UNESCO, 

global marketing opportunities arise (Ólafsdóttir & Dowling, 2014). The role of Geoparks and 

the outcomes associated with economic, environmental, social, cultural contributions, and 

effects are outlined in the following sections. 

2.7.1 Environmental Contributions 

The original concept of Geoparks stemmed from a recognised need by the geoscience 

community to better protect geological heritage from exploitation and damage by fossicking 

and overuse by tourism that diminished the value of the heritage resource. Concerned scientists 
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recognised that existing international reserve systems of MAB and World Heritage Areas, 

through their high standards for UNESCO designation, did not adequately protect geological 

heritage (Boys, 2012). Declaring the existence of Geoparks brings about an increased 

awareness of the sites of geological significance; however, that alone does not automatically 

facilitate the conservation and protection of such sites. Geoparks do not have any international 

(UNESCO) legislative backing. Rather, they rely on existing national laws and require the 

support of national governments for nomination and subsequent implementation of local laws 

and regulations to provide the necessary protection and conservation. However, the 

establishment of Geoparks is perceived to lead to improved conservation of geoheritage 

(Swarna, Biswas, & Harinarayana, 2013). 

Geoparks thus provide a platform for increasing society’s awareness about Earth’s 

processes and the need for protection and conservation of sites of geological significance. An 

important component of achieving environmental sustainability is the education and training 

of tourism operators and tour guides within Geoparks to continually improve their means of 

operation by, for example, adopting recycling and the use of renewable energy sources (Azman 

et al., 2011). 

Geopark establishment can also lead to better management of activities that might affect 

the Geopark. This may be achieved through changes to legislation and operational procedures 

for other industries to reduce the risk of environmental degradation and pollution caused by 

land clearing and industrial pollution (Azman et al., 2011). Ha Long Bay—a World Heritage 

Area of outstanding universal value—is under threat from industrial pollution caused by coal 

mining and the cruise ship tourism industry, as well as local residential pollution. The 

Vietnamese government has taken some measures through resettlement of residents from 

floating villages, but they have not yet acted to reduce industrial pollution caused by the coal 

industry. The tourism industry has taken action to improve water quality; however, they are 

constrained by investment concerns, resources, and time (Anh, 2015). The management of the 

Langkawi Global Geopark in Malaysia found that working with local communities and 

adopting traditional land management practices could lead to improved environmental 

management practices, contributing to an overall better environment for the Geopark. 

However, the benefits of implementing the improved environmental management practices 

needed to offset the direct and indirect costs of the ecological effects of local communities 

going about their regular practices in obtaining an income. The researchers found that being 
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able to distribute the benefits equally among communities was challenging and difficult to 

achieve at best. Local knowledge can be used to better manage the Geopark environment by 

engaging with communities (Dowling, 2011). 

Global Geoparks have a requirement to educate society about geological heritage 

(Zouros, 2004). Eder and Patzak (2004) recognised that Geoparks have this function as a key 

role and that the role is important for educating the public in environmental matters. They also 

noted that there was increasing public awareness of the role and need for conservation of 

Earth’s geological heritage. Many Geoparks provide educative programs about conservation 

and the environment. For example, in the Réserve Géologique de Haute-Provence (France), 

guided discovery tours and educational trips inform participants of the need for geological 

heritage protection. Both Marble Arch in Northern Ireland and Lesvos Petrified Forest Geopark 

in Greece provide environmental education and field trips for schools, universities, and adult 

groups (Zouros, 2004).  

In Yehliu Geopark in Taiwan, digital (iPOD) educational geographic information system 

tools are used to provide educational tours, and guides are available during peak times 

(Newsome, Dowling, et al., 2013). This use of high-tech digital interpretation is increasing and 

may appeal to younger visitors hence providing a mechanism for influencing their behaviour 

at Geoparks and in their domestic environment away from the Geopark. Many Geoparks such 

as Yehliu provide static educational interpretive displays, have signboards in interpretation 

centres, and publish pamphlets to increase awareness of the geological heritage of the site(s). 

Vietnams’ Dong Van Karst Plateau Geopark has engaged in training courses with its local 

community to develop awareness of the attributes of the Geopark and as a result found that the 

local people accepted their responsibilities and obligations and recognised the benefits of not 

destroying natural resources (Newsome, Dowling, et al., 2013; Nga, 2014).  

The establishment of Geoparks in China has assisted local governments and communities 

in increasing their awareness of the value of protecting geological heritage and has encouraged 

those communities to participate in the Geopark movement with 33 of the 44 Geoparks 

presenting some form of scientific program for their constituents (Xun & Ting, 2003). In 

Yuntaishan National Geopark in Henan Province in China, the community has protected the 

local forests and implemented a policy of no tree harvesting. Other Geopark communities have 

since adopted similar approaches to protecting natural resources and the geological heritage 

within the Geoparks. This has helped to demonstrate that, where increased community 
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awareness of the need for environmental improvement has been adopted, it can lead to 

increased numbers of ambassadors and constituents for bringing about change to improve the 

environmental protection of geological heritage sites and reinforces the need for stakeholder 

collaboration in managing Geoparks. 

Tourism development and activities within Geoparks can also have negative 

environmental effects. One of the main foci of tourism within Geoparks is geotourism. 

Geotourism, which is based on geo-sites, can be a direct threat to geological heritage resources 

if not properly managed (Newsome, Dowling, et al., 2013). According to Newsome, Dowling, 

et al. (2013), little has been published about the impacts of geotourism with most publications 

focusing on creating a tourism product as demand for geotourism increases. Jaafar, Nordin, et 

al. (2014) noted this early stage of development of geotourism literature is mainly linked to 

socio-economic activities while also encouraging the preservation and conservation of the 

environment. 

Western China has also experienced environmental challenges as was found in the 

Jiuzhaigou National Nature Reserve (subsequently designated a World Natural Heritage site in 

1992 and also a National Geopark) (Gu et al., 2013). The high tourist visitor rate has brought 

about ecological and environmental impacts and consideration is now being given to limiting 

attendance through restricting access. This serves as a timely reminder for the need for early 

intervention and management by managers and other stakeholders to ensure sustainable 

development takes place. An example of what can go wrong under heavy utilisation is reported 

by Newsome, Dowling, et al. (2013) who studied the impacts of tourists at two important 

geosites: the Pinnacles in Western Australia and Yehliu Geopark in Taiwan.  They found that 

where visitor numbers were high in Yehliu, safety and other control measures were often 

ignored. They also observed that with improved access to the Pinnacles, a greater safety risk 

could arise through unsupervised visitors climbing on the limestone formations. 

Encouraging community conservation activities also brings increased awareness and 

ownership of the Geopark. Farsani et al. (2011b) observed that Kanawinka engaged with local 

community members as a human resource to manage pests and weeds in the Geopark. While 

these positive outcomes were achieved, Kanawinka Geopark was subsequently delisted for 

other reasons which are discussed in detail (2.10). 



30 

 

2.7.2 Economic Contributions 

While Geoparks are established initially with the intention of providing protection and 

conservation of areas of geological heritage, they also contribute economically to their 

stakeholders through the creation of sustainable development and activities (Mao, Robinson, 

& Dowling, 2009; UNESCO, 2006; Xun & Ting, 2003). Indeed, as written earlier, UNESCO 

encourages sustainable development within Geoparks (UNESCO, 2016b). 

Researchers from China observed that Geoparks had become new growth points for local 

economies and had created new areas of employment (Xun & Ting, 2003) with tourism 

becoming a pillar industry of the country (Ng, 2017). Between 1999 and 2000, China developed 

National Geoparks and set policies in place with 44 parks being established by 2000 (Ng, 

2017). 

Geoparks and geotourism have the potential for reducing rural unemployment and 

emigration (Ólafsdóttir & Dowling, 2014). Farsani et al. (2011b) observed that local economies 

improved with new jobs involving park management, tourism services, guiding, and training 

being created as well as alternative sources of income being developed. The potential for 

Geoparks to make an economic contribution was explored by Farsani et al. (2011a) in a review 

of geotourism and Geoparks using novel strategies for socio-economic development in rural 

areas. They compared 25 Geoparks looking at their various tourism strategies and identified 

the development of geo-products as a key element for community engagement where local 

artisans and businesses adopted designs based on the relevant Geopark. The types of novel 

products ranged from geo-cocktails to dinosaur bread, commemorative goods made of stone, 

through to regional (local) clothes. Farsani et al. (2011b) observed that the geo-products also 

assisted in educating tourists and helped to popularise geological sciences.  

Encouraging local investment in marketing geo-products has also contributed to 

sustainable economic development with locals receiving rewards for their efforts (Zouros, 

2010). Farsani et al. (2011b) noted that where the Geoparks worked together with local 

businesses, greater promotion of the Geopark and development of local businesses occurred. 

For example, Geoparks have enlisted the support of local businesses in conferences and 

training programs for catering and accommodation, and delegates of those conferences 

increased their awareness of the facilities and services (Farsani et al., 2012). 
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To determine the role for Geoparks in local communities Farsani et al. (2011b, p. 76) 

asked the following questions: 

(1) What efforts are undertaken to promote links between the Geopark and the local 

economy? 

(2) How many employees of the Geopark are locals? 

(3) Does the Geopark create second job or seasonal job opportunities for local 

communities? 

(4) Does the conservation of the Geopark improve the local economy? 

(5) Are the workshops managed by locals? 

Based on descriptive analyses of responses to these questions, Farsani et al (2011b) found 

that 80% of people believed that engaging local businesses was the best way to improve the 

local economy while 68% of Geoparks actively work to link their activities with other local 

tourism activities such as traditional agriculture and heritage shows (Farsani et al., 2012). 

Further outcomes were that almost half of the responding Geoparks had an average of 18 people 

employed and created second or seasonal jobs thus generating supplementary income for 

residents. For example, the Adamello Brenta Geopark (Italy) employed 40 temporary staff, 

Marble Arch Cave Geopark (Ireland) employed 35 seasonal tour guides, and Eisenwurzen 

Geopark (Austria) contracted 12 seasonal workers (Farsani et al., 2011b). China’s Geopark 

network has encouraged tourism industry development as shown in the Jinhu National Geopark 

where the development of trades such as catering, transportation, and cultural recreation has 

provided employment for around 2,800 people (Xun & Ting, 2003). Some Geoparks such as 

Araripe Geopark (Brazil) engage with local artisans in workshops and other seasonal events 

which encourages their participation and facilitates sales of their products (Farsani et al., 

2011b). Other Geoparks provide a range of educational, specialised programs by artists, 

geologists, and other scientists that encourages local and visitor interaction and promotes the 

local economy (Farsani et al., 2011b; Nga, 2014; Zouros, 2010). 

Geoparks thus need to be proactive in their approach towards economic contributions. 

By facilitating activities, encouraging sustainable tourism product development, and marketing 

the Geopark, local businesses and communities can grow. “The creation of Geoparks and the 

development of geotourism as a branch of sustainable tourism can be a solution for the 

development of rural communities” (Farsani et al., 2011b, p. 80).  
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According to (Xun & Ting, 2003): 

“Local people of all walks of life as well as local authorities have clearly 

realized that the construction of Geoparks can not only preserve the 

geological heritage, optimize the geological environment, promote the 

popularization of science, and add a scientific content to tourism, but are also 

beneficial to the local economy and employment. It is a concrete task for 

geology to serve the sustainable development of the social economy, and an 

undertaking that has enjoyed immense popular support” (p. 307) 

Several established Geoparks have shown positive economic outcomes. The Geopark 

Villuercas-Ibores-Jara in Spain, established in 2011, has been shown through a survey of local 

residents (85% reported positively) to be contributing to the economic growth of the region 

through the creation of employment (Cercas & Fernández, 2016). Qeshm Geopark, an island 

Geopark established in 2006 in Iran, also reported significant economic benefits through 

geotourism with increased tourism numbers creating a demand for new hotels, transportation, 

arts and crafts, and tour guides (Shahhoseini, Modabberi, & Shahabi, 2017). Zouros (2004) 

reported that the seasonal employment at Lesvos Geopark increased for museum employees 

and that employment opportunities increased for handicraft manufacture, accommodation, and 

construction services. However, as with many tourism-related employment opportunities, 

many of the wait-staff, guides, and maintenance positions are seasonal or temporary providing 

only supplementary income to local communities as they depend on visitor numbers and 

seasonal activity (Boys, 2012).  

Notwithstanding this latter observation, by contrast, Geopark development in China has 

experienced massive economic benefits for local communities (Ng, 2017). According to 

(Breda, 2008), China’s tourism program developed from the mid-1970s when the Chinese 

Government observed opportunities for regional development and employment as a means of 

reducing rural poverty (Ng, 2017). Domestic tourism grew rapidly in the 1900s and by 2004 

domestic tourism in China exceeded one billion travellers (Breda, 2008).  

By 2000, China had established 11 national Geoparks showing its support for the 

development of Geoparks from an early stage. China saw the development of the Geopark 

program as a means of poverty alleviation through job creation to reduce rural depopulation 
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and revenue generation. Chinese Geoparks charge an entrance fee which is used to meet the 

costs of managing the Geopark (Ng, 2017). 

2.7.3 Social Contributions 

Tourism does not accrue costs and benefits equally according to Brougham and Butler 

(1981). In reviewing the impacts of tourism on communities, Tosun (2002) observed that 

individuals and communities benefiting from tourism, or closely associated with tourism 

activities, reported positively while others not benefitting or directly involved often responded 

negatively about the tourism industry. There also appeared to be conflicting outcomes between 

researchers depending on the area and location of research. Tosun (2002) noted that while 

economic contributions were mostly found to be positive inputs from tourism, social aspects 

were commonly observed to be negative and occasionally neutral. Tosun (2002) also observed 

that this outcome appeared to be caused by a lack of community engagement and recommended 

increased levels of community participation be introduced into the Turkish Geopark model. 

Research into the social contributions of Geoparks is at a relatively early stage. 

Geotourism is a niche tourism activity that is nature-based, focusing on landscape and geology 

(Newsome, Dowling, et al., 2013; Newsome & Johnson, 2013) and its premise is to protect 

geoheritage through sustainable tourism development (Gray, 2013; Newsome, Dowling, et al., 

2013). Farsani et al. (2011b) undertook a literature review of Geoparks and geotourism as 

strategies for socio-economic development in rural areas and found that involving local 

communities led to positive social contributions. Farsani et al. (2011b) also observed that 

Geoparks have more connections with local communities compared with national or regional 

parks due to their bottom-up and community-engagement approaches, and this enhances the 

social outcomes for those communities. Noting the Tosun (2002) findings above, a Geopark’s 

commitment to engaging local communities facilitates a positive attitude towards that Geopark.  

Negative social impacts can also occur affecting local communities and visitors through 

crowding, intrusion, and safety (Newsome, Dowling, et al., 2013; Shahhoseini et al., 2017). 

2.7.4 Cultural Contributions 

From 2000, the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) in 

Paris became active in emphasising the role of culture in economic activity. In 2005, the 
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OECD—in conjunction with the Local Economic and Employment Development Program3 

(LEED) —published “Culture and Local Development” which focused on the value of culture 

in economic development. The document reviewed the opportunities for economic 

development incorporating tourism based on local cultural and heritage values and, 

importantly, also observed that there are sometimes optimistic views about the level of job 

creation through cultural tourism.  

Cultural contributions often imply positive impacts on the values communities place on 

their activities, heritage, industry, and locations as well as their willingness to share these 

attributes (Besculides, Lee, & McCormick, 2002; Shahhoseini et al., 2017). In terms of 

Geopark cultural contributions, UNESCO made it a key strategy for sustainable development 

through engaging with local communities (UNESCO, 2017g). Akbulut (2009), in an address 

at the 8th Geopark conference, referred to the criteria that Geoparks should meet and these 

included “cultural, spiritual, and social value[s]”. Farsani et al. (2011b) observed that Geoparks 

present local cultural heritage and impart Indigenous art, knowledge, and skills through their 

activities. Geoparks also play an important cultural role and encourage local communities to 

continue their cultural traditions. Burlando et al. (2011) noted that Geoparks include cultural 

heritage as part of the connection between geology, landscape, and sustainable development 

and Boys (2012) found that the facilities and attractions of Geoparks were equally important 

to the quality of life of the residents as they were for attracting tourists. 

Bruce Lever (Executive Director, Australian Heritage Commission) observed that 

[cultural] “heritage has the potential to deliver economic benefits to regional [rural] 

communities in terms of employment and infrastructure” (Australian Heritage Commission, 

2000, p. 7). Tourism can, and does, enhance local livelihoods and—in Geoparks—engages 

with local cultural practices based on the utilisation of geological and natural resources over 

time (Azman et al., 2011).  

Notwithstanding these experiences, Geoparks have made significant cultural 

contributions where traditional languages and practices have been revived. Dowling (2013) 

found in Gunung Mulu Global Geopark that geotourism was enabling cross-cultural learning 

 
3 The OECD Programme on LEED has advised governments and communities since 1982 on how to respond to economic 

change and tackle complex problems in a fast-changing world. Its mission is to contribute to the creation of more, and better 

quality, jobs through more effective policy implementation, innovative practices, stronger capacities, and integrated 

strategies at the local level. LEED draws on a comparative analysis of experience from every continent except Antarctica in 

fostering economic growth, employment, and inclusion. 
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in local communities by providing an incentive to maintain their traditional culture and 

heritage. 

2.8 International Perspectives 

2.8.1 Evolving role of Geoparks 

As previously stated, Geoparks are single, unified areas of geological significance 

managed for conservation, education, and sustainable development (UNESCO, 2016e). 

Geoparks were initially established to provide conservation of geological sites where tourism 

was affecting important geoheritage sites and to encourage sustainable development (Zouros, 

2004). However, the focus has moved towards sustainable development as a means of 

improving the welfare of local communities, reducing poverty, and using education as a means 

for better conservation and protection of the geological heritage of places. Geotourism has 

become the focus for sustainable tourism development in Geoparks although other forms of 

tourism such as accommodation, catering, transport, and visitor services are included. Many 

Geoparks have been recognised for business growth and job creation where they have been 

established (Ng, 2017; Zouros, 2010). In 2017, there were 140 Global Geoparks established in 

38 member States of UNESCO (UNESCO, 2017g).  In 2020, there are 161 Global Geoparks 

in 44 countries (UNESCO, 2020). Something must be working in their bottom-up community-

led approach with international Global Geoparks to be generating such interest. Conservation 

of geology in Australia is mostly well-managed and protected under existing legislation 

through national parks and other reserves (Joyce, 2010). Knowing which geological areas are 

sensitive to exploitation, and having sound management of key features, facilitates the way for 

sustainable tourism development through geotourism in rural areas to become a priority for 

business growth and job creation. This can be achieved by the Geopark management body 

working with government agencies responsible for geoheritage site management. 

Internationally, there are several different approaches to Geoparks, all with government 

support. In some cases, legislated management structures have been established such as 

Apuane Geopark (Italy). In others, local authorities have worked together to establish steering 

committees and the necessary management structures to include communities, business, and 

government agencies to operate Geoparks such as TERRA.vita Geopark (Germany) and 

Madonie Geopark (Italy). 
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2.8.2 Europe 

Geoparks in Europe have mostly adopted the UNESCO bottom-up model with high 

levels of community engagement (Farsani, Coelho, & Costa, 2010). The European Geopark 

Network was established as a non-profit organisation with two committees for management of 

the network. The coordination committee was responsible for management and operations and 

included two representatives from each European Geopark. The other committee was an 

advisory committee for strategic planning and development (Ramsay, 2017). Geopark 

management bodies are responsible for developing a management and action plan that takes 

into account business, community, and conservation requirements (European Geoparks 

Network, 2014). Community engagement is highly regarded by UNESCO and there are many 

Global Geoparks that have established appropriate means of ensuring their respective 

communities are active and participate in Geopark management. Geopark management is 

achieved through partnerships and involves networking, liaison, and coordination with a range 

of stakeholders including businesses, non-profit organisations, academic and tertiary 

institutions, and local artisans (Farsani et al., 2010; Farsani, Coelho, & Costa, 2014; Global 

Geopark Network, 2010). The Basque Coast Geopark provides a good model for Geopark 

management facilitating collaboration across all stakeholders under the umbrella of their 

Geopark structure (Poch & Llordés, 2011) with a board, an executive team, and organised 

working groups. This model reflects the requirements of UNESCO by including relevant local 

and regional stakeholders and authorities (UNESCO, 2016c). The model provides a sound basis 

for the planning and development of a Geopark. 

2.8.3 China and Geoparks 

As an early adopter of geological appreciation, China already had in place a government 

system for establishing national and regional Geoparks for improving rural economies and 

reducing poverty (SI1, SI2)4. (Ng, 2017). China listed eight Global Geoparks in 2004 along 

with European Global Geopark Network partners. China has 204 National Geoparks and 35 

Global Geoparks (Ng, 2017). The Chinese system of top-down management using 

administrative bureaus such as for Jiuzhaigou Global Geopark (Gu et al., 2013) appears to be 

accepted by UNESCO as a management approach for Global Geoparks. However, there is an 

expectation by UNESCO that the Geoparks should stand on their merit in due course (SI1). 

China has commenced a more inclusive approach to community engagement. Ng (2014) 

 
4 International Geopark experts interviewed during research-gathering stage. 
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observed that, through the Hong Kong Geopark, the government developed a relationship with 

local communities and non-profit organisations to organise school visits, talks and seminars, 

and supported geo-scientific research aimed at promoting public awareness in geo-

conservation. The move towards a government led management system was also advocated by 

Fanwei (2014) in research into community perceptions at Mt. Huaying Grand Canyon 

Geological Park as a means to encourage community participation and private enterprise 

involvement. 

China has a different approach to Geoparks. As an early adopter of Geoparks, China has 

an extensive internal network including local, regional, and national Geoparks, as well as 

Global Geoparks. In 1985, Chinese geologists proposed the establishment of Geoparks to 

protect important geoheritage and permit scientific study (Ting & Xun, 2004; Xun & Ting, 

2003). In 2004, China had 44 national Geoparks and there was a growing network of local 

Geoparks developing (Xun & Ting, 2003). One example of China’s early national Geoparks 

was Yuntaishan in Henan Province which was approved by the Chinese government in 2001 

and covered an area of 190 square kilometres. It received 600,000 visitors in 2001 which 

increased to 940,000 the following year. With this growth came local employment and tourism 

infrastructure. This growth in tourism is not restricted to this one example (Ting & Xun, 2004). 

Throughout the development of its Geoparks, China worked with the International Union of 

Geological Sciences, and in 2004 China joined the Global Geopark Network with eight Global 

Geoparks being accepted into the network. In a demonstration of its support, China also 

established the Global Geopark Network coordination office in Beijing following the inaugural 

International Conference on Geoparks (Global Geopark Network, 2018b; McKeever & Zouros, 

2005). 

This government-oriented approach to Geoparks in China has evolved through its 

administrative system where areas of geological heritage might already have previous 

classifications through different government agencies such as the China National Tourism 

Administration (National 5-A rated tourism attractions), Ministry of Housing and Urban - Rural 

Development of the People’s Republic of China (National Scenic Areas and UNESCO World 

Heritage Areas), and the Ministry of Land and Resources of the People’s Republic of China 

(National Geopark and UNESCO Global Geoparks). In these circumstances, Geopark 

administrative committees are formed to coordinate across overlapping designations, not 

always successfully, according to Ren, Simonson, and Pan (2013). These Geoparks became 
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successful tourism ventures but a lack of communication and education programs within 

Geoparks became a common flaw when compared with UNESCO Global Geopark standards. 

Given China’s major role in Geoparks in general, this government top-down approach 

has been accepted by UNESCO and the Global Geopark Network. This outcome may have 

future implications for late adopters such as Australia and the USA as they may wish to adopt 

a similar approach in their respective countries. Both countries have indicated their resistance 

to Geoparks generally for several reasons (see below). The possibility of having a greater 

influence over the management of Geoparks might encourage their involvement. 

2.8.4 The USA and Geoparks 

In contrast to the situation in China, the USA—along with Australia—has not adopted 

the concept of Geoparks. The USA has been aware of Geoparks for some time. In 2005, a 

delegation of USA geologists went to China to review the Geopark program and inspect several 

Geoparks in order to understand and experience Geoparks (Partin, Robinson, & Meade, 2006). 

Their findings were that Geoparks ranged in application of Geopark standards and varied in 

infrastructure such as access and the provision of accommodation. However, the Geoparks that 

had been accepted as Global Geoparks (there were eight in 2005) were of a high standard, while 

the National Geoparks were still at a development stage. The American geologists noted the 

potential for Chinese Geoparks to develop further in terms of economic and environmental 

outcomes, as well as providing increased education for visitors; however, they did not make 

any reference to the suitability or adoption of Geoparks for the USA. 

There has been further investigation in the USA regarding Geoparks. Bailey and Hill 

(2010) described the potential for Geoparks in North America after observing the success of 

Geoparks globally and their bringing Earth heritage resources together with economic 

development in rural areas. Bailey and Hill (2010) also observed that Geoparks were not just 

about geology and that while they were not a new category of land management, they remained 

in the hands of local communities. They made a strong case for the USA to adopt the concept 

of Geoparks; however, they also noted that financial constraints and conflict with the term 

“park” might be a challenge. The term “park” was perceived to be an enigma for park agencies 

as there may have been conflict in the use of the word “park” and communities might perceive 

restrictions on land use within a Geopark. These challenges are like the Australian government 

response. 
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Bellezza (2013), an Italian geographer, observed the reluctance of the United States Parks 

Authority (USPA) to become engaged with Geoparks based on the USPA already being 

established under legislation and being self-sufficient. The existing national parks provided a 

service for visitors with site interpretation and facilitating visitors to interact within the park 

environment. However, Bellezza (2013) also noted that the USPA focussed on the human 

resources part of the protected areas; that is, rangers, guides, and park interpreters as well as 

increasing visitor numbers fostering tourism inflow, with this latter aspect being similar to the 

Chinese approach. He noted that Geoparks, on the other hand, adopted a more holistic 

approach. This included the UNESCO’s approach of conservation of resources, education 

(including training teachers and accommodating school groups), and geotourism which 

stimulates the local economy and sustainable development including employment via local 

enterprises and cottage industries (Bellezza, 2013). 

The USA appears to have taken a similar position as Australia towards Geoparks and 

displays hesitancy in adopting any new UNESCO programs such as Geoparks. Furthermore, 

American-protected area managers have a similar resistance to the use of the word “park” and 

the perception of confusion that may arise from current Geopark development (Bailey, 2010).  

Notwithstanding this standpoint, there is a movement from the West Virginia University 

to establish the Appalachian Geopark in West Virginia, USA (Burns & Moreira, 2019). This 

approach indicates that local and regional communities are aware and taking measures to 

introduce Geoparks into their regions. 

2.8.5 New Zealand and Geoparks 

New Zealand had previously followed the Australian and American approach towards 

Geoparks; however, in 2018 the New Zealand government announced its policy had changed 

towards Geoparks. The New Zealand government declared the national Waitaka Whitestone 

coast was to be proposed to UNESCO as an aspiring Global Geopark, the first for New Zealand 

(New Zealand National Commission for UNESCO, 2018). With this initiative being 

undertaken by New Zealand, there is the potential for Australia to be inspired to take a similar 

approach to establish a Geopark program. 
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2.9 Australian National Parks compared with Sustainable Development in UNESCO 

Geoparks  

Sustainable development is a requirement by UNESCO for Global Geopark status and is 

defined as development that “ensure[s] that it meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 1987, p. 

15). Weaver (2006) explained the effect of synthesising the words “sustainable” and 

“development” observing that it represented the possibility of ongoing economic development 

in a way that considered the environmental, social, cultural, and economic carrying capacities 

of the Earth (Weaver, 2006). Beigua Geopark in Italy has taken measures to introduce 

sustainable development such as close interaction between geoscientists, local governments, 

and businesses. It has established dedicated Geopark information services in tourism bureaus 

and offers discount incentives for Geopark visitors and residents to encourage extended 

visitation (accommodation) and purchasing at local businesses (Burlando et al., 2011). The 

outcomes have been closer cooperation between tour operators and accommodation providers, 

all monitored for their environmental sustainability. 

National parks are mostly reserved for conservation of flora and fauna as well as 

landscape purposes. They provide site interpretation for visitors to enjoy and learn about the 

environment and area being protected (Dudley, 2008b; Navalpotro et al., 2012). This relates to 

the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) definitions of reserve system 

classifications. 

The IUCN conservation category II addresses national parks setting out their criteria as: 

(1) protecting the ecological integrity of one or more ecosystems for present and future 

generations;  

(2) excluding exploitation or occupation detrimental to the purposes of designation of the 

area; and  

(3) providing a foundation for spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational, and visitor 

opportunities - all of which must be environmentally and culturally compatible (Dudley, 

2008a).  

In Australia, Federal and State legislation has been enacted to protect the environment 

(Austrade, 2016) including national parks and nature reserves. Appendix C provides a selection 

of current environment and heritage Federal and State legislative Acts as well as national park 
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legislation which is primarily focussed on conservation of national park values. National parks 

tend to use interpretation at sites where the provision of educational materials and interpretation 

causes least effect on the environment. Having indicated this focus, some States such as 

Victoria, New South Wales, and Tasmania have legislation for national parks that includes 

reference to geological features, whereas Western Australian national park legislation does not 

(Appendix C). The Western Australian Geological Survey Division in the Department of Mines 

has established 150 geoheritage sites on a State register; however, the sites are not protected 

by legislation (Environmental Protection Authority, 2007). 

There is currently little scope for communities to live within, or participate within, 

Australian national parks other than as volunteers within managed and supervised volunteer 

programs, under leases and licenses, or through Aboriginal5 joint management arrangements. 

This is not to detract from the volunteer programs and other activities that State and Federal 

agencies have developed for their national parks. This is to differentiate between legislated 

government parks and reserves in Australia and the Geoparks concept that has been adopted in 

44 other countries. Geoparks do have private businesses operating within them without having 

the need for additional sanctions for access by government. A commonality between the two 

categories is the need for management plans as both national parks and Geoparks are required 

to develop such plans. The Australian Federal and State governments have legislated for this 

action in national parks while UNESCO has adopted the need for management plans as a 

strategy for Geoparks as a measure to ensure their success. 

Geoparks around the world, on the other hand, may include government-managed 

national parks and conservation reserves, World Heritage Areas, MAB reserves, and local 

government authority reserves as well as community and other private land holdings. 

According to UNESCO (2017b), Geoparks are subject to the laws of the host country with no 

additional or special legal management conditions imposed because of being declared a 

Geopark other than having the management organisation legally constituted. As mentioned 

previously, geoheritage conservation in Australia is already being achieved through State 

legislation; however, this does not address the education, interpretation, and geotourism 

opportunities that a Geopark facilitates.  

 
5 The term Aboriginal has been defined by the Australian Government (Gardiner-Garden, 2003; Peters, 2017). 
This term is used by the researcher to describe Australian Aboriginal peoples and communities. 
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There are a number of specific criteria that Geoparks must meet to achieve Global 

Geopark status and these include having geological heritage of international significance, the 

presence of a legal organisation to manage the Geopark, being visible by promoting sustainable 

development through geotourism, and attending and sharing at international Geopark network 

conferences (UNESCO, 2016c) (Appendix A). Geoparks function to create awareness of 

geological heritage, protect that heritage through education and work with local communities 

to share knowledge, and create employment through geotourism (Farsani, Coelho, Costa, & 

Amrikazemi, 2014; UNESCO, 2006). 

2.10 Kanawinka: Australia’s first UNESCO Global Geopark 

Kanawinka Global Geopark (Figure 2.3) was initiated following local community 

dissatisfaction with existing tourism development and marketing initiatives of the regional tourism 

organisations which ignored the volcanic region that extended from South Australia through to 

south-east Victoria (McKnight, 2010). In 1996, the Victorian Corangamite Volcanic Tourism 

Advisory Committee was established by the Corangamite Local Government Authority to provide 

advice on tourism development for the volcanic region. As the volcanic region involved two 

States, the Volcanoes Discovery Trial Cross Border Committee was established to develop 

tourism across the region. According to McKnight (2010), establishing Kanawinka Global 

Geopark and associated global recognition was the natural progression for this cross-state 

committee. In 2007, the Secretary General for the Australian National Commission for UNESCO 

wrote to Joane McKnight who was then Chair of the Volcanoes Discovery Trails Committee and 

who was championing Kanawinka UNESCO Global Geopark bid. The Secretary General 

provided support for the proposed Kanawinka Global Geopark and recommended that UNESCO 

consider the bid favourably (Gallagher, 2007). 
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Figure 2.3 Kanawinka Geopark location in south east Australia (Australia map - Red dot). 

Source: Kanawinka Geopark (Lewis, 2020). 

Kanawinka Geopark was initiated in Australia by Joane McKnight who was then the 

Director of Kanawinka Global Geopark. The Geopark was accepted by UNESCO in June 2008, 

making it the 57th Global Geopark (Gerritsen, 2009; Wat & Trevaskis, 2008). The name, 

Kanawinka, was derived from the local Aboriginal Boandik people’s expression for “the land 

of tomorrow” and at 26,910 square kilometres, Kanawinka was the world’s largest Global 

Geopark (Gerritsen, 2009). In its role as a Geopark, Kanawinka had brought together seven 

local government authorities across the south east of Australia in the States of South Australia 

and Victoria. 

The level of State and Federal government support, or rather lack of support, for 

Geoparks was made obvious in 2009 at a meeting of the Environment Protection and Heritage 

Council (EPHC). Comprised of the Australian Government Environment and Heritage 

Ministers, a statement was made regarding the direction of government policy regarding 

Geoparks. This is further elaborated in the Australian Government Position on Geoparks 

(Section 2.11). 
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In 2010, a “suggestion” appeared from the Federal Department of Environment, Arts and 

Heritage for Kanawinka Global Geopark to change its name to include “Landscape” and this 

resulted in a level of disharmony among the Local Government Authorities and other 

stakeholders (McKnight, 2010). Previously, in 2005, Australia through its Federal 

departments—Parks Australia and Tourism Australia—had developed and launched a new 

National Landscapes program (Section 2.11.6) designed to promote iconic landscapes across 

Australia. This program evolved after Global Geoparks and there are similarities between the 

two programs although the top-down approach of the National Landscapes program differed 

significantly from the bottom-up Geopark approach. 

Kanawinka was subsequently disassociated from the Geopark Global Network in 2012 

following its 4-yearly review when the reviewing panel found the support of the Australian 

Government could not be obtained. According to Ian Lewis, a Director of Kanawinka, 

Kanawinka Geopark had met its obligations in all other aspects under the Global Geopark 

Network and UNESCO requirements (Stansfield, 2013). 

In 2013, Australian Geoparks Committee chairwoman, Joanne McKnight, indicated that 

Kanawinka Global Geopark lost its international status, its membership with the Global 

Geopark Network, and associated global promotion. This was because Australian government 

endorsement for reassessment was not provided which was largely based on the use of the work 

“park” and the potential to cause confusion regarding the already established national park 

network. Moreover, it was perceived by land managers that an additional layer of government 

would be imposed (Stansfield, 2013). Kanawinka Geopark Director, Ian Lewis, acknowledged 

that the term “Global” could not be used; however, he indicated that Kanawinka Geopark 

would continue albeit it as a national Geopark at a local level (Stansfield, 2013). A self-drive 

geo-trail map was produced to maintain the focus on geoheritage of the region. 

One aspect about Kanawinka Geopark that caused confusion and resistance within 

Government and government agencies in Australia was the use of the term “park” and the 

perceived implications of the term. As Ian Lewis—a Director for Kanawinka Geopark—

indicated, there were no problems in meeting the Global Geopark Network requirements; 

however, the Australian Federal and State governments continued to be cautious and 

unsupportive, as they considered Geoparks were to be another category of legislated parks 

authority. UNESCO has been very clear that Geoparks are not a new category of parks authority 

under the requirements set by the Global Geopark Network (UNESCO, 2017b) and that they 
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fall entirely within and under existing Geopark host laws. These UNESCO requirements are 

set out in Appendix A. Kanawinka had operated successfully across seven LGAs with several 

National parks within its boundary for its 4 years of operation (Stansfield, 2013). 

In 2015, following its disassociation from UNESCO and the Global Geopark Network, 

Kanawinka was reconstituted as a different association by removing the term “Global” from 

its name. It established objectives “to create a strategic alliance to develop, promote and 

enhance Kanawinka Geopark incorporating all geo-sites and trails, through community 

initiatives that create real benefits by the development of sustainable tourism, public education, 

arts and culture.” (Kanawinka Incorporated, 2012, p. 2). So, while Kanawinka Global Geopark 

Incorporated has been dissolved, its concepts for marketing and promotion of the Kanawinka 

volcanic region live on in the objectives within the constitution of the Kanawinka Incorporated 

Association. However, following the cancellation of the Kanawinka incorporated association 

in 2016, local government authority participants reduced their contribution of resources, 

resolving to undertake their own individual marketing of the volcanic region. 

By 2017, there had been further disassociation among the LGAs, and an individual focus 

was then placed on geo-trails across the region. At the same time, little cross-LGA promotion 

took place although a regional map had been produced highlighting existing geo-trails. 

Attempts by this researcher to interview former participants were met by refusal and silence as 

local politics became a feature of the former Geopark with contacts not willing to discuss the 

past in view of a new direction being taken by Geopark lobbyists in engaging with State and 

Federal governments. This new approach has now foreshadowed using geo-trails, geotourism, 

and geo-regions as a means of garnering government support. It has been proposed by the 

Geological Society of Australia Standing Committee that the terms “geo-regions” or “geo-

provinces” be adopted in lieu of the term Geopark (Robinson, 2017a).  

However, when this proposal was presented and discussed at the 5th Asian Pacific 

Geopark Network Symposium, delegates considered that there might be brand confusion and 

that the new description might not be acceptable to the Global Geopark Network or UNESCO 

(Robinson, 2017a). This leaves little room for movement for Australia in developing alternative 

nomenclature for any proposed Geoparks if it decides to change its policy towards them. Table 

2.1 summarises the rise and fall of Kanawinka Geopark. 
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Table 2.1 Rise and Fall of Kanawinka Global Geopark 

Date Action 

1996 Corangamite Volcanic Tourism Advisory Committee was established by the Corangamite 

Local Government Authority 

2004 Global Geopark Network established with ad hoc support of UNESCO 

2005 Australia National Landscapes program launched 

2007 Preparation of Kanawinka Geopark submission 

2007 Letter of support received from General Secretary UNESCO representative in Australia 

2008 Kanawinka becomes the 57th Global Geopark 

2010 A suggestion from the Federal Department of Environment, Arts and Heritage to change name 

from Geopark to National Landscape. 

2012 Kanawinka 4-year review by UNESCO takes place. 

2012 GGN disassociates Kanawinka from Global Geopark status and its network. 

2015 Kanawinka Global Geopark holds its annual general meeting with a Special Resolution to vote 

to cancel the association. 

2016 Kanawinka Global Geopark dissolved its legal incorporation status and becomes Kanawinka 

Geo-trails. 

2017 Rebadged to Kanawinka Volcanic Geo-trails 

 

2.11 Australian Government Position on Geoparks 

As at May 2020, the Australian Federal and State governments have resisted joining the 

worldwide phenomenon of UNESCO’s Global Geopark movement. Instead, they refer to the 

2009 communique prepared by the Environmental Conservation and Heritage Council 

recommending abstaining from the Geopark movement due to a deficient process previously 

used to register the now defunct Kanawinka Global Geopark and citing Australia’s legislation 

at Federal and State levels as being sufficient to protect geoheritage in Australia (Environment 

Protection and Heritage Council, 2009; Murphy, 2011) (Section 2.11.3). There have also been 

negative perceptions identified by Australian governments about the effect of Geoparks on land 

use and management (Section 7.4). These narrow political perceptions indicate that Australian 

Federal and State governments have missed the overall significance of Geoparks which 

encourage community-led education, conservation of geoheritage, and regional sustainable 

development as well as utilising an international brand to market and promote regional areas. 

With the USA considering initiating Geoparks, and New Zealand recently announcing that they 

are applying for a Global Geopark which would be the first in Australasia (New Zealand 

National Commission for UNESCO, 2018), Australia may well be further isolated in the 
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international world of Global Geoparks and forgo a valuable tourism development opportunity. 

It is time for a review of government policy towards Geoparks. 

2.11.1 Policy interaction through the Australian Federal government 

The existing government policy does not support Geoparks in Australia. The Federal 

government has recently deferred future decisions about Geoparks to State governments as 

they have responsibility for land management (Robinson, 2018). To influence change, several 

strategies have been implemented through the Geological Society of Australia which engage 

Federal and State governments across Australia (Robinson, 2018). 

Influencing government policy requires the attention of Federal and State Ministers 

responsible for land and resources. In Australia, there are several coordinating groups, one of 

which—the most senior—is the Council of Australian Governments (COAG), the peak 

intergovernmental forum in Australia (Council of Australian Governments, 2018). COAG is 

chaired by the Prime Minister of Australia and is attended by State and Territory First Ministers 

and the President of the Australian Local Government Association. COAG addresses matters 

of national significance and, where it is required, coordinates actions across all States. It is very 

influential and is advised by sub-councils such as the EPHC which provided the original advice 

recommending Australia not participate in the UNESCO Geopark program. The EPHC was 

replaced in 2011 by the Standing Committee on Environment and Water (SCEW) which is now 

responsible for environment and water with representatives from the Commonwealth, all 

States and Territories, and New Zealand (Australian Government, 2018b). The committee’s 

responsibilities include implementing a nationally-coordinated approach to the conservation 

and management of land, waters and the marine environment, and biodiversity at landscape 

and biodiversity levels (Australian Government, 2018c). SCEW is administered by the 

Australian Department of the Environment and Energy, supported by a senior officers’ 

committee, and has its own secretariat. SCEW also incorporates the National Environment 

Protection Council (NEPC) which was established under the National Environment 

Protection Act (1994). NEPC has law-making powers and focuses on the coordination of 

environmental protection and deals only with statutory matters. It is comprised of Ministers, 

not necessarily Environment Ministers, of participating Australian States and Territories 

(Australian Government, 2018c).  
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To have the Federal Geopark policy addressed, SCEW requires information that will 

satisfy its perceptions about the ramifications of establishing Global Geoparks in Australia. 

This is not a simple task as State governments first need to make recommendations to COAG 

via SCEW councils and subcommittees. When considering the process in Western Australia, 

this will involve multiple State departments engaged in land administration, agriculture, 

environment, mining, recreation, resources, tourism, and water. Within one of the key agencies, 

the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety is the Geological Survey Division 

which has been proactive in geotourism by publishing two books on drive geo-trails in the 

north west of the state and two geo-walk trails in Perth city which make connections with 

foundation stones and use of stone in the city (Geological Survey Western Australia, 2018b). 

The Division can be influential in moving the concept of Geoparks forward as it was previously 

involved in a government proposal to nominate Rottnest Island as a Geopark (Western 

Australian Planning Commission, 2018). It has since produced online products (App and web) 

and printed material on the geological heritage of Rottnest Island (Geological Survey Western 

Australia, 2018a). The proposal for Rottnest Island to become a Geopark has since been 

included in the Western Australian government’s 50-year planning strategy to recognise 

Rottnest Island for its geoheritage status and supporting it to become a UNESCO Geopark 

(Dowling, 2018; Western Australian Planning Commission, 2018). Rottnest Island’s 

geoheritage was comprehensively reported in Rutherford, Kobryn, and Newsome (2014). 

2.11.2 Australian Government and existing UNESCO Reserves 

Since 1972, State and Federal Australian governments have supported the nominations 

and provided ongoing management of UNESCO World Heritage Areas (WHA) (n = 19) and 

MAB reserves (n = 14) that have been established across Australia. These internationally 

recognised reserve systems include legislative requirements for conservation and management 

actions by host nations. Geoparks do not impose any such legislative implications on host 

nations (UNESCO, 2017b). 

2.11.2.1 Man and the Biosphere 

Australia has experience with MAB reserves with 14 being established (Appendix B). 

Participation is voluntary, and each UNESCO cultural and natural heritage conservation 

program brings with it obligations for land use and management for those adopting the systems 

including investing resources in planning, management, and research but with no external legal 

requirements (UNESCO, 1972). Member States of UNESCO may, and have, introduced their 
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own legislation for the conservation and protection of these conservation reserves such as 

Ukraine, while others such as Sweden have “soft laws” relying on collaborative arrangements 

rather than legislation (Elbakidze et al., 2013). The Australian Federal government has included 

in the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (1999) (EPBC Act) 

provision for cooperative arrangements between the Federal and State governments 

(Department of the Environment and Energy, 2018). The EPBC Act replaced the Australian 

Heritage Commission Act of 1978 which established a Register of National Estate and defined 

places to include natural and cultural environments (Johnston, 2006). However, there was 

overlap between Federal and State governments and this Act was revoked on the basis that 

States would continue their own heritage protection. Legislation in the form of the EPBC Act 

1999 remains in place at the Federal level for the management of government reserve systems. 

The Federal legislation (EPBC Act, 1999) established that “each level of government should 

be responsible for protecting heritage at the appropriate level.” (Australian Government, 2018a, 

p. 1). Each of the Australian States has conservation and environmental legislation enacted. In 

Western Australia, the State parliament has enacted the Biodiversity Conservation Act (2016) 

which establishes the requirements for managing the State reserves system as well as providing 

for the conservation, protection, and management of reserves consistent with MAB and World 

Heritage Areas (Western Australian Parliament, 2016). 

There are two MAB reserves in Western Australia: the Fitzgerald Biosphere and the 

Prince Regent National Park (formerly known as the Prince Regent Nature Reserve) (Appendix 

B) both of which were nominated as MAB reserves in 1978 and were contained within existing 

reserve systems managed under State legislation. The Fitzgerald MAB reserve is listed as a 

protection “core” area only without formal buffer or transition areas (since 1984 there have 

been informal buffer zones); however, the 2015 renomination submission indicated the 

inclusion of a buffer zone and an extensive transition zone for which it has the support of local 

communities. The transition zone will include farming, mining, and several towns as well as a 

marine environmental section extending into the great Southern Ocean.  

Fitting in with this proposal, the Fitzgerald reserve has previously changed its name from 

Fitzgerald National Park Biosphere Reserve to Fitzgerald Biosphere Reserve and subsequently 

to Fitzgerald Biosphere to avoid confusion associated with the common-use terminology 

associated with “park” and “reserve” (McQuoid, 2015). This demonstrates an early perception 
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of public confusion over nomenclature, something that has become an issue with governments 

in relation to terminology using the word “park” in Geopark.  

2.11.2.2 World Heritage Areas 

There are four World Heritage Areas in Western Australia: Ningaloo, Shark Bay, 

Purnululu, and the Fremantle Prison (Appendix B). The first three are managed by the State 

Government Department of Parks and Wildlife while the Fremantle Prison is managed by the 

State Heritage Office. Federal legislation (EPBC Act, 1999) established that “each level of 

government should be responsible for protecting heritage at the appropriate level” (Australian 

Government, 2018a, p. 1) and, as such, State-based legislation is in effect. There does not 

appear to be any confusion about names regarding World Heritage Areas. 

2.11.3 Existing levels of Australian legislative conservation and protection. 

There is a three-tiered level of government in Australia; Federal, State, and Local 

(Austrade, 2016). Under the Australian Constitution, the States are responsible for land 

management. The Federal government can influence the directions taken through tied funding 

grants for specific purposes such as land care and natural resource management. The Federal 

government is responsible for external international policy and this means negotiations with 

UNESCO. As previously indicated, Federal and State governments do not yet endorse the 

Geopark concept in Australia and, as such, Australia does not participate in the Global Geopark 

movement. This represents a significant policy hurdle. 

Community engagement is also highly regarded in Australia and is encouraged at each 

level of government. While Australia does not yet support the concept of Geoparks, there is 

growing enthusiasm towards their implementation as shown by the increasing number of 

presentations at community conferences (e.g., Sustainable Economic Growth for Regional 

Australia Conference), tourism conferences (e.g., Global Ecotourism Conference, Forum 

Advocating Cultural and Eco-Tourism Conference), and geo-related conferences (e.g., 

Australian Geoscience Council Convention) across Australia. There are also increasing 

numbers of Local Government Authorities (LGA) across Australia with aspirations of 

establishing Geoparks in their areas including, for example, Etheridge LGA (Queensland) and 

Warrumbungle LGA (New South Wales). In Western Australia, LGA interest has been 

expressed jointly by Murchison LGAs (Mount Magnet, Murchison, Sandstone, Cue, Yalgoo, 
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Meekatharra, and Wiluna), Joondalup/Wanneroo LGAs, Wheatbelt LGAs (the case study in 

this thesis LGAs), and Rottnest Island. 

State governments have legislated for community consultation where natural areas are 

concerned. For example, the Western Australian Conservation and Land Management Act 

(1984) refers to community consultation including time frames within which commitments are 

required to be completed including receiving public submissions on any planning proposals. 

The Act was amended in 2010 to incorporate provision for joint management of National Parks 

and reserves (Parliament of Western Australia, 2010). Joint management provide for 

Aboriginal participation in land management of national parks and nature reserves. 

Local government authorities are managed by councils elected by local people and 

therefore have direct responsibility to represent the communities within their LGA. The elected 

member councils and the LGA represent local communities and provide local support services 

to the people and their towns. In each LGA that participated in this thesis, all were in favour of 

Geoparks.  

There exists Australian Federal and State legislation to conserve and protect geoheritage. 

The legislative background was addressed above. The Australian Federal legislation that can 

be applied for protection of geoheritage is the EPBC Act 1999 (Joyce, 2010). According to 

Dingwall (2000), many geoheritage sites were initially protected incidentally during the 

protection of biological, aesthetic, and cultural values. Registers of “special” geoheritage sites 

have been established and are maintained by most State agencies such as the Geological Survey 

of Western Australia in the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety (Joyce, 

2010). However, Geoparks are more than just about geology and include exploring, 

developing, and celebrating the links between the geological heritage and all other aspects of 

the area's natural, cultural, and intangible heritages. (Gray, 2013; UNESCO, 2012). This makes 

the Geopark concept an exception to existing legislation as it can be recognised more for 

branding, marketing, and promotion of an area (Bailey, 2010).This is the aspect Federal and 

State governments in Australia appear to be overlooking. 

2.11.4 History with the Australian Environment Protection and Heritage Council 

Australia has experience with Geoparks which was discussed above (Section 2.11). There 

was early support in Australia for Geoparks through seven local government and community 

organisations in the south east of Australia in the volcanic region of South Australia and 
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Victoria. In 2008, Kanawinka was announced as the world’s 57th and largest Global Geopark 

at 26,910 square kilometres in area (Gerritsen, 2009; Wat & Trevaskis, 2008). There was also 

personal support from the local Federal Member for the Environment (Hunt, 2014), a local 

State member of Parliament (ABC News, 2013) as well as the UNESCO representative in 

Australia (Gallagher, 2007). However, support for the Geopark concept in Australia unravelled 

when the EPHC, influenced by the Australian Resource Ministers, issued a communique 

indicating that they would not provide any support for its reinstatement (Environment 

Protection and Heritage Council, 2009). Furthermore, the EPHC referred to the erroneous 

process adopted by the former Kanawinka Global Geopark “without government 

endorsement” and a “deficient UNESCO process in declaring it” resulting in the Australian 

government decision not to support the establishment of further Geoparks in Australia. The 

EPHC went further to request the Federal Government take no further action unless there was 

a formal agreement with UNESCO which UNESCO agreed to in 2010 (Murphy, 2011). Thus, 

the EPHC decision in 2009 has effectively denied the establishment of Geoparks in Australia. 

The EPHC had been established in 2001 and subsequently disbanded in 2011 when it 

was replaced by the Standing Council on Environment and Water (National Environment 

Protection Council, 2018). Notwithstanding its demise, the EPHC was an influential council 

comprised of all Australian Federal, State, and Territory conservation and heritage agencies 

that met to set the overarching government policies in their respective fields. Decisions made 

in 2009 by the EPHC council remain in place until the Australian Federal and State 

governments decide to change their policy towards the establishment of Geoparks in Australia.  

As a result of the EPHC Council 2009 communique not to support Geoparks, Kanawinka 

was deregistered as a Global Geopark following its 4-year review in 2012 (Stansfield, 2013). 

Confusion about terminology over the use of “park” in Geoparks and national parks was one 

reason for the lack of support from government according to one director of Kanawinka (ABC 

News, 2013). Another Kanawinka director saw opportunities for the former Geopark to change 

directions without UNESCO oversight, citing challenges experienced with the scale of the area 

and differences in the way Geoparks function in European countries (ABC News - Perth, 2013). 

The perceptions of stakeholders obtained in this thesis revealed quite different views about the 

Geopark concept. Stakeholders in rural communities and regional areas supported the concept 

of Geoparks in contrast to the views held by Federal and State government agencies. The 

previous legislative and resource commitment experiences encountered by Australian Federal 
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and State governments when adopting UNESCO MAB and World Heritage Areas may well 

have influenced the EPHC 2009 decision not to support the establishment of Geoparks in 

Australia. 

2.11.5 UNESCO mandate and Australian legislation 

UNESCO Geoparks have a mandate for the conservation of geological heritage and 

advocate for the cessation of removal of geo-artefacts from geo-sites (Zouros, 2004; Zouros & 

Valiakos, 2010). The 2009 EPHC communique conveyed that the Federal and State 

governments have legislation in place to protect Australia’s geoheritage (Barnett, 2011; 

Environment Protection and Heritage Council, 2009; Murphy, 2011). Therefore, from the 

Australian government’s perspective, the protection of geoheritage should not be a factor in 

deciding against the Geopark concept; however, it overlooks the role of Geoparks as being 

more than geosite protection. UNESCO does have a requirement that the Geopark management 

body is a legally incorporated organisation under the host country’s legal system. This should 

not be a constraint for a Geopark as registration of a not-for-profit organisation under 

Australian State legislation is a relatively straight-forward process. 

Notwithstanding ongoing support for WHAs and MABs, in 2009 the EPHC, comprised 

of then representative Australian government Environment and Heritage Ministers, voted 

against any support for Geoparks. The Ministers had taken advice from Resource Management 

Ministers (Environment Protection and Heritage Council, 2009). The EPHC went so far as to 

advise the government to communicate to UNESCO that they had concerns about the process 

that had been taken in nominating Kanawinka Global Geopark and, additionally, that the 

Australian government would not recognise Kanawinka Geopark. The nomination of 

Kanawinka to the Global Geopark Network, which reviews and recommends approvals of such 

nominations, did not include a letter of support from either State or Federal levels of 

government. The nomination included only the letter of support from the Australian Secretary 

General for UNESCO.  

As the following extract of minutes shows, the EPHC was quite forthright in their decision. 

“Geoparks: 

Environment and Heritage Ministers contributed to the development of an 

Australian Government national position on UNESCO Geoparks. They decided, 

after consultation with Resource Management Ministers, that whilst Australian 
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governments support geological heritage, they have significant concerns with 

the application of the UNESCO Geoparks concept in Australia, especially 

without government endorsement. Existing mechanisms are considered enough 

to protect geoheritage in Australia. Council requested that the Australian 

Government advise UNESCO that Australia would not recognise the 

Kanawinka Geopark because of the deficient UNESCO process in declaring it. 

Council also requested the Australian Government ask UNESCO to take no 

further action to recognise any future proposals for Australian members of the 

Global Geoparks Network, or to further progress Geoparks initiatives within 

Australia, including that for the Kanawinka Geopark, unless the formal 

agreement of the Australian Government has first been provided.” 

(Environment Protection and Heritage Council, 2009, p. 3) 

In personal communications received by this researcher in response to a request in July 

2011 to confirm the Federal and State governments’ position on Geoparks, both the Federal 

Government and State Government of Western Australia indicated their preference to support 

the decision of the EPHC against Geoparks and instead support the National Landscapes 

Program (Barnett, 2011; Murphy, 2011). Both levels of government drew on the 

recommendation of the EPHC that also considered that there were enough legal mechanisms 

in place to protect geological sites. The approach by government indicated that there appeared 

to be little appreciation or recognition of the objectives, values, and contributions of the Global 

Geopark program (outlined in Section 2.7) and instead the government elected to continue with 

the National Landscapes Program. 

2.11.6 Australian National Landscape Program 

The National Landscapes Program (NLP) was developed to attract local and international 

visitors as “experience seekers” to experience iconic Australian locations. It was established 

and driven by a partnership between the Australian Federal Departments of Tourism Australia 

and Parks Australia as a Government policy and priority direction (Schofield, 2013). The 

program was government initiated (top-down) and targeted identifying areas of national 

significance with a view to promote these as international tourism products. In 2012, Tourism 

Australia published an outline of how the NLP should be developed (Tourism Australia, 2012). 

By 2010, 10 National Landscape areas had met Tourism Australia’s criteria (National Parks 

and Wildlife Service & Ecotourism Australia, 2016) and by 2013, 16 extensive areas across 



55 

 

the breadth of Australia had been identified to represent Australian National Landscapes 

(Figure 2.4). Reference was made by Schofield (2013) of iconic World Heritage Areas nested 

within National Landscape areas being drawcards to those regions, national parks also being 

included, and the NLP extending across State boundaries. This delineation reflects the 

approach taken by Geoparks (Section 2.2), albeit a top-down approach, and showed a lack of 

awareness of the bottom-up approach being proposed and undertaken internationally by 

Geoparks since 2004. 

 

Figure 2.4 Australian National Landscapes (ANL location) 

Source: http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/national-parks/national-landscapes-0. 

In 2014, as with many government policy programs, two Federal government agencies—

Parks Australia and Tourism Australia—announced that as the NLP was in a “seeing the 

results” phase, it would no longer provide administrative or financial support (Ecotourism 

Australia, 2014). The NLP was reduced to the point of being managed under the non-

government umbrella of Ecotourism Australia, a not-for-profit tourism membership-based 

industry association (Leisure Solutions, 2010).  
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In 2014, the Chairs of the steering committees of each National Landscape location were 

given complete management responsibility (Department of Environment and Energy, 2016). 

The change in Government priorities resulted in a gap in funding. In 2014, however, $25,000 

was provided to Ecotourism Australia to administer and coordinate the program (Ecotourism 

Australia, 2014, 2015). To Ecotourism Australia’s credit, they have continued to administer 

and facilitate the National Landscape iconic regions in their established format and provide 

web-host destination experience strategies for each nominated place. Each National Landscape 

destination was given the responsibility to raise its own funds to carry out individual marketing 

and promotion. Focusing on the international “Experience Seeker”, each of the 16 National 

Landscapes has developed an Experience Development Action Plan which they continue to 

support within the best of their means, mostly through partnerships and sponsorships. The 

Experience Seeker is identified by Tourism Australia as representative of a global target market 

existing in domestic and international markets and is the most responsive to Australia’s tourism 

offerings (Director of National Parks Australia, 2012). The National Landscapes areas are 

extensive and include natural heritage as a component of their experiences. Nature-based 

tourism and geotourism are included as part of previously mentioned tourism experiences. 

In 2013, in relation to Geoparks in Australia, there was electoral change of Federal 

(Australian National) government from the Labor Party to the Liberal Coalition and there was 

an anticipated review of policy foreshadowed within the Kanawinka management team, having 

previously initiated Geopark discussions with the then shadow Minister for the Environment 

(ABC News, 2013). However, neither of the Australian Federal or State levels of government 

demonstrated any support for Australian Geoparks leading into 2014. This was notwithstanding 

the Federal Minister for the Environment’s personal support for Geoparks expressed in writing 

to the Chair of the Australian Geoparks Forum, Joane McKnight (Hunt, 2014). After a short 

period as Minister for the Environment, Minister Hunt moved from his Environment portfolio 

and the issue of Geoparks has received little further attention. 

As stated above, Australian Federal and State governments have argued that there exists 

enough protection for geological and geoheritage sites. This can be interpreted as correct in 

that legislation is in place as described by Dingwall (2000) in a presentation to the Third 

International Symposium ProGeo in Spain in 1999. Current conservation protection legislation 

measures are mostly based on the IUCN 1994 Categories (Appendix D) which address human 

intervention in protected areas and provide a common international base for categorising 
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conservation areas. Australian national parks and nature reserves, like in many other countries, 

have excluded all communities—including Indigenous peoples—from living within parks and 

reserves. This reflects a predominantly “Eurocentric approach to national park policy” which 

prevailed until moves towards joint management evolved in the 1970s (Wearing & Huyskens, 

2001, p. 189). More recently, Federal and State governments, such as Western Australia, have 

introduced legislation for joint management with Indigenous communities participating in park 

management and policy setting. Aboriginal communities are also being actively encouraged to 

develop Indigenous cultural tourism as a means of creating employment and income. While 

this change is welcomed by many, the national park concept generally does not reflect the 

concept of Geoparks which, in contrast, may include entire towns and their communities within 

their boundaries. Geoparks specifically encourage First Nation/Indigenous/Aboriginal peoples 

to live within the park boundaries and to participate in sustainable development including 

socio-economic and cultural activities (UNESCO, 2014a). For example, Lesvos Petrified 

Forest Geopark in Greece is very focussed on including local communities and celebrating 

their diverse cultures (The George Wright Forum, 2010). 

According to Parks Australia, the Australian government promotes sustainable tourism 

within its protected areas (Director of National Parks Australia, 2011). However, the approach 

remains different from sustainable development promoted for Geoparks. Sustainable tourism 

is not a discrete or special form of tourism nor is it any better in managing the negative effects 

of tourism (United Nations Environmental Program and World Tourism Organisation, 2005). 

However, it does seek to ameliorate or positively influence them through incentives such as 

voluntary certification as well as government grants and taxes (United Nations Environmental 

Program, 2017). Sustainable tourism can be applied to all forms of tourism (United Nations 

Environmental Program and World Tourism Organisation, 2005; United Nations World 

Tourism Organisation, 2018). Sustainable development in Geoparks includes sustainable 

tourism, often in the form of geotourism, and includes existing tourism as well as engaging 

with local communities as they go about their traditional ways of life and usual activities 

(UNESCO, 2016b). The main difference is that activities in Geoparks may include traditional 

activities such as farming, mining, and rural communities. Mining continues to take place in 

Magma Geopark, Norway, as an ongoing activity (Mining and Mineral Processing Waste 

Management Innovation Network, 2012). Ongoing activities are encouraged to follow 

international best practice, as was the case for Kanawinka Global Geopark before being 

delisted from global status.  
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2.12 Western Australian Regional Development 

In Australia, State governments have in place legislation to establish and provide 

regulations within which LGAs function. Western Australia also has in place regional networks 

of agencies such as the Regional Development Commissions. The Regional Development 

Commissions provide finance and planning for targeted areas of development throughout 

Western Australia. In relation to the areas of focus for this thesis, the Wheatbelt Development 

Commission (WDC) provides oversight to areas of State government interests such as business, 

infrastructure, and tourism development (Western Australian Planning Commission, 2015; 

Wheatbelt Development Commission, 2012). 

The WDC, a statutory authority under the Western Australian Government, is one of nine 

established across Western Australia to create economic and social development initiatives in 

rural regions. The WDC extends from Jurien Bay in the northwest to Southern Cross in the east 

and south to West Arthur in the south west and Lake Grace in the south east covering 43 LGAs 

(Figure 2.5). The WDC acts as a lead coordinator for coordinating the efforts of LGAs within 

its region to encourage economic and social growth, undertake planning, and act as a resource 

at a strategic level for government, non- government, and business integration and planning. 

The WDC also facilitates regional policy matters initiated by government and represents 

Western Australia’s largest agricultural producer and contains a bauxite, gold, gypsum, and 

nickel mining sector experiencing considerable growth (Wheatbelt Development Commission, 

2015). The WDC’s Investment Blueprint aims to develop business alliances, provide economic 

planning, and implement growth plans for sub-regional centres. The WDC extends over an area 

of 155,256 square kilometres, includes a population of 75,000, and more than 200 small towns 

and communities which are highly dispersed. The region has an aging population and 

experiences a high out-migration of 15 to 29-year-olds which affects employment and future 

development opportunities. A future population of 180,000 is forecast (Wheatbelt Development 

Commission, 2015); however, the forecast growth is within the Avon Arc which is formed of 

LGAs that are contiguous with the Perth Metropolitan Region. The Avon Arc is experiencing 

population growth as urban dwellers seek nearby country lifestyles and cheaper accommodation 

and housing. These new dwellers are also commuters prepared to travel to their place of 

employment in Perth. The Avon Arc is located to the west of the thesis case study area and its 

population growth is not reflected in the study area which lies within the central and eastern 

districts of the Wheatbelt. LGAs east of the Avon Arc mostly experience population aging and 

decline. It is in the eastern Avon and Central East district of the Wheatbelt Region (Figure 2.5) 

that the case study in this thesis is based upon determining the potential for establishing a 

Geopark as a means of addressing rural decline through developing tourism opportunities. 
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Figure 2.5 Wheatbelt Development Commission regional area. 

Source: Wheatbelt Development Commission (2015b). 

The Mid West Development Commission is actively promoting and developing geo-sites 

and geotourism in the Murchison region in the north west of Western Australia (Mid West 

Development Commission, 2015). The Mid West Development Commission has fostered 

regional visits to determine the geotourism potential in the Murchison geo-region, and this has 

been reported locally as achieving LGA engagement with the Geopark concept (Keenan, 

2018a, 2018b).  

The WDC, responsible for the focal area of this research in the Wheatbelt of Western 

Australia, acknowledges that tourism is currently a low economic contributor to the eastern 

Wheatbelt. However, the WDC does not include geoheritage or geotourism as specific 

elements although it does have one key geotourism feature in the Wheatbelt: Wave Rock 

(Wheatbelt Development Commission, 2015). Wave Rock has over 100,000 visitors each year 

from many international sources (Australia's Golden Outback, 2007). The WDC has expressed 
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its support for tourism and tourism organisations being established in the region and is an active 

promoter of the Granite Way, a rural drive from Perth that includes tourist stopovers at several 

granite outcrops across the Wheatbelt. Appendix E is a brochure of the self-drive Granite Way 

trail. The WDC funded the field work for this thesis and received a report on its outcomes and 

has an awareness of the potential to establish a Geopark in the Wheatbelt. By engaging with 

the development commissions, inroads might be achieved in promotion of geoconservation and 

the establishment of geotourism, geo-trails, and Geoparks. 

Tourism WA (TWA) is also a State-based statutory authority and a part of the 

Department for Jobs, Tourism, Science, and Innovation. TWA is responsible for promoting 

regional Western Australia (WA) (Tourism Western Australia, 2015). Its focus is on marketing 

the State; developing, attracting, and promoting major sporting, cultural and business events; 

and supporting the development of significant tourism infrastructure and projects. It has five 

regional districts covering WA: Coral Coast, North West, South West, Perth, and the Golden 

Outback. This thesis study area is located within the Golden Outback region. Neither the 

previous TWA 2020 Strategic Plan, nor the 2018 2-year plan, provide any direct reference to 

geotourism products such as geoheritage, geo-sites, or geo-trails but do refer to nature-based 

tourism.  

Regional districts promote geo-drives within the thesis area through their promotional 

literature and websites (Australia's Golden Outback (WA), 2018). The Granite Way drive is 

one drive that crosses the Wheatbelt region (Appendix E). With growing interest in the 

geotourism concept in regional areas and through attendance at geotourism meetings and 

community workshops, regional representatives of TWA are beginning to understand the 

importance of geotourism and are being drawn into discussions about Geoparks. 

LGAs in WA are comprised of locally elected representatives who serve their 

communities who have shown interest in geotourism (Chapter 6) as this shows potential for 

local business growth and job creation in their relevant areas. Support was provided by the four 

LGAs of Tammin, Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock (Figure 2.5) to this research with 

respect to the potential of establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt. The Murchison Geo-region 

group of seven LGAs has indicated its support for a geo-region in that location and the 

Murchison LGA has included “geotourism” in its tourism framework (Shire of Mount Magnet, 

2010). Dialogue with LGAs at this time remains positive; however, as mentioned in Chapter 

8, the east coast of Australia also experienced an initial positive reaction from LGAs until it 
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publicly declared the concept of Geoparks to its constituents. When Geoparks were introduced 

to the broader community in Etheridge Local Government Authority, some stakeholders 

disagreed because of their perceptions about the potential conservation influences of UNESCO 

Geoparks (Chapter 8). To avoid ongoing clashes with stakeholder interest groups in mining 

and pastoralism, the term Geoparks has been replaced with geo-regions (Robinson, 2017a). 

The term is also being adopted in WA along with a focus on the characteristics and activities 

of geotourism and geo-trails. 

2.13 Conclusion 

Chapter 2 has introduced the concept and development of Geoparks since their inception 

and established the context for this thesis through a review of relevant literature associated with 

the formation of Geoparks. The Geoparks program commenced in the late 1990s with European 

concern that geological heritage features were not being conserved or protected. With initial 

ad hoc support from UNESCO, and driven by the European Geopark Network, the early 

National Geopark program expanded into a Global Geopark program and became a UNESCO 

endorsed program in 2015. The Global Geopark program evolved from a focus of conservation 

and protection of geological heritage to become inclusive of geotourism, education, and 

sustainable development. By 2019, the Global Geopark program was a very comprehensive 

bottom-up, community driven program comprising 147 Global Geoparks adopted by 41 

countries. In 2020, there were 161 Global Geoparks in 44 countries (UNESCO, 2020). 

Australia’s first Global Geopark, Kanawinka, was declared in June 2008; however, following 

its 4-year review by UNESCO, Kanawinka was not re-registered in 2012. This resulted from a 

decision by the Federal government in 2009 to withhold support for the Geopark concept in 

Australia, thus ending Kanawinka’s formal Global Geopark status. Since that time, there has 

been a growing awareness of the value of Geoparks across Australia (Robinson, 2018). This 

situation will be addressed further in Chapter 4 where the context for Australia is explored in 

terms of adopting and establishing Geoparks. 

The following chapter, however, provides a review of the concept and theory behind 

stakeholders and stakeholder perceptions. The aim is to provide context for the foundations of 

this research which considers stakeholder perceptions about the potential for creating a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia. This chapter also reviews the contributions of 

Geoparks to communities and the UNESCO level of requirement for community engagement 

in the management of Geoparks. 
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Targeted Review of Relevant Literature 

Introduction 

This chapter provides a review of relevant literature that addresses the concept of 

stakeholders and their perceptions. This information will be applied to Geoparks, with the aim 

of determining stakeholder perceptions of the potential to create a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of 

Western Australia. The literature review commences with the theory relating to stakeholders 

and their perceptions before focussing on relevant literature discussing stakeholder perceptions 

of Geoparks. The focus then turns to stakeholders engaged in tourism associated with natural 

environments within Geoparks. This chapter thus describes stakeholders in Geoparks and 

considers current knowledge about stakeholder perceptions of Geoparks. It also reviews the 

researched contributions of Geoparks to communities and the UNESCO level of requirement 

for community engagement in the management of Geoparks. 

3.1 Stakeholders 

A stakeholder is “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the 

achievement of an organization’s purpose” (Freeman 1984, cited in (Jamal, 2004, p. 355). 

Therefore, stakeholders can include any business, organisation, local community, or individual 

person with an interest, issue, matter, problem, or topic that arises that may have a direct or 

indirect impact on all or any of them (Denstadli, Lindberg, & Vistad, 2010; Jamal & Stronza, 

2009). Nature, as in the natural environment, is also considered a stakeholder in natural area 

destinations (Jamal, 2004) and government, non-government, and community each hold 

different values associated with its conservation and use (Jamal & Stronza, 2009). 

Conservation of natural areas can involve a range of stakeholders concerned about economic 

and social values, and initiatives to address these require a holistic approach incorporating all 

stakeholders (Kanagavel, Raghavan, & Verissimo, 2014). In complex destinations, 

stakeholders can hold diverse and divergent views and values, and there is often a lack of 

control by any one stakeholder (Jamal & Stronza, 2009). Stakeholders also include 

government, non-government, or corporate entities (Baillie Smith & Laurie, 2011; Carmody & 

Prideaux, 2011; Duval & Smith, 2013; Jamal & Stronza, 2009; Mechinda, Serirat, & Popichit, 

2012; Newsome, Moore, & Dowling, 2013) and educational institutions (Catibog-Sinha & 

Wen, 2008) such as universities (Dowling, 2013). Indigenous or traditional land users also need 
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to be included as stakeholders (Clark & Stein, 2004; Denstadli et al., 2010; Jamal & Stronza, 

2009). 

It is important that the broad interests of any community are represented when seeking 

stakeholders to address issues or concerns of that community. These might also include sectoral 

coalitions and value orientations (Day & Gunton, 2003). Stakeholders are not always located 

at the destination being addressed (Jamal & Stronza, 2009). In determining stakeholders 

associated with coastal area protection, Pomeranz, Needham, and Kruger (2013, p. 25) included 

“agencies, tour operators, cruise lines, local residents” as their primary stakeholders. Managing 

protected natural land-based areas includes a similar range of stakeholders; however, gateway 

communities and tourists should also be included as their perspectives are also valuable (Baillie 

Smith & Laurie, 2011; Budruk, Virden, & Waskey, 2009; Gladfelter & Mason, 2012; Hawkins, 

2004). Natural area managers, as stakeholders, provide a valuable contribution as they are 

familiar with lands being managed and also have responsibility for representing the interests 

of the general public (Denstadli et al., 2010).  

3.1.1 Stakeholder representation 

Selecting stakeholders as representatives to address issues and concerns can vary 

depending on whether the issues being addressed are at a local, regional, or policy level 

(Pomeranz et al., 2013). Local communities are a major focus when determining stakeholders 

and they should be actively engaged (Catibog-Sinha & Wen, 2008; Denstadli et al., 2010; 

Elbakidze et al., 2013). It also needs to be noted that communities are rarely homogenous, may 

have different levels of power, and have varying interests in participation as stakeholders 

(Jamal & Stronza, 2009). Identification of stakeholders and their respective agendas is an 

essential element that assists in balancing competing needs and tensions among stakeholders 

(Presenza & Iocca, 2012). A well-defined process is required for the selection of stakeholder 

groups. Land managers and planners must be clear about what the issues are and the questions 

that should be asked before identifying appropriate stakeholders to address the issues (Clarke, 

Boyle, Lario, & Plater, 2014). 

3.1.2 Stakeholder knowledge 

Stakeholders often bring with them local knowledge of a community and the matters 

affecting their community. Both old and new members of a community bring different 

contributions, as do long-term dwellers (e.g. generational farmers) and Indigenous peoples 
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(Jamal & Stronza, 2009). This knowledge can assist in resolving issues, assist with 

management of areas, develop greater harmony, create broader understanding of the place, and 

provide informed decisions (Baillie Smith & Laurie, 2011; Catibog-Sinha & Wen, 2008; Clark 

& Stein, 2004). Where multiple stakeholders are engaged, knowledge levels can vary and they 

may apply different values to assessment criteria introduced by researchers (Harmon & Viles, 

2013). 

3.1.3 Stakeholder engagement benefits 

There is a strong need to engage with stakeholders in matters affecting areas of common 

use or public lands, particularly to ensure the sustainability of natural and protected areas 

(Jamal, 2004). Working with stakeholders can bring a range of benefits including consensus 

(Day & Gunton, 2003; Denstadli et al., 2010); making clear the values, goals, and desires of 

stakeholders (Newsome, Moore, et al., 2013); a feeling of greater acceptance in decision-

making when they have been involved (Clark & Stein, 2004; Imran, Alam, & Beaumont, 2014; 

Newsome, Moore, et al., 2013); and community support (Carmody & Prideaux, 2011; Dredge 

et al., 2006; Harmon & Viles, 2013). Stakeholder engagement can also lead to support in the 

implementation of decisions and plans (Day & Gunton, 2003). By land managers sharing 

information, stakeholders become more informed, make better decisions, and understand the 

reasoning behind those decisions (Clark & Stein, 2004; Newsome, Moore, et al., 2013) and this 

can lead to increased social capital through the development of improved knowledge, skills, 

and community relationships (Day & Gunton, 2003). As an example of stakeholder 

engagement benefits, disparate stakeholders at Yosemite National Park came together seeking 

common ground to resolve differences of opinion around access and carrying capacity, and this 

has been a significant positive outcome at a regional collaborative level (Gladfelter & Mason, 

2012).  

3.1.4 Stakeholder non-engagement 

Not engaging with stakeholders can lead to disharmony, discord, and possible failure of 

a tourism destination. Where managers of natural lands fail to understand stakeholders’ 

perspectives, a potential for conflict can arise (Lafreniere, Deshpande, Bjornlund, & Hunter, 

2013). Hawkins (2004, p. 302) stated that stakeholders must engage in the planning process, 

so that their needs can be addressed in a way that “protects the natural and social environment 

in an economically sustainable way.” However, some stakeholders choose not to engage (Jamal 

& Stronza, 2009) due to their perception of a lack of power in their participation, a low level 
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of legitimacy, or that there is no urgency about the need for participation. In the United States 

of America (USA), some stakeholders such as the Sierra Club (a significantly effective 

conservation organisation) and other environmental non-government organisations have 

elected not to participate, seeing participation as a forgoing of their duty to challenge 

conservation management and enforcement of environmental laws (Gladfelter & Mason, 

2012). Some stakeholders feel inadequate in what they can contribute (Weaver, 2006). 

3.1.5 Stakeholder engagement and legal requirements 

Engagement with stakeholders in some countries is required by law (Clark & Stein, 

2004). For example, in the USA, Yosemite National Park is required to interact with the public 

and stakeholder groups when engaging in developing management plans. In this regard, the 

National Forest Service has an even greater obligation for stakeholder participation built into 

its institutional culture (Gladfelter & Mason, 2012). The New Zealand parliament passed 

legislation in 1987 requiring its government agency responsible for managing protected lands 

to work collaboratively with a number of tourism stakeholders (Dredge & Jenkins, 2007). In 

Western Australia, the Conservation and Land Management Act (1984) prescribes the actions 

required of the responsible agency in engaging with its stakeholders. Many stakeholders have 

legal rights of domestic, commercial, agricultural, and land management use to access 

resources that may be subject to alternative planning purposes (Elbakidze et al., 2013). Other 

countries, such as Ukraine, do not have laws that promote a participatory or stakeholder-driven 

approach, and this has led to levels of mistrust between the government and stakeholders where 

land management and land development matters have been proposed (Elbakidze et al., 2013). 

3.1.6 Stakeholder politics 

Protected area planning where communities are involved can be complex and 

characterised by political activity as a result of differing interests and views of stakeholders 

(Jamal, 2004). There are also negative aspects in dealing with stakeholders as not all 

stakeholders want to engage with agencies (Day & Gunton, 2003), with some powerful groups 

wishing to disrupt the engagement process. Day and Gunton (2003) also observed that powerful 

stakeholders can influence less powerful stakeholder groups who feel frustrated with the 

process or intimidated by these groups. A narrow spectrum of stakeholders is not good for 

community outcomes. Consensus can be of the lowest common denominator outcome rather 

than the best, and having hostile stakeholders can impact on time and costs associated with 

stakeholder negotiations. Duval and Smith (2013) observed that poor relationships between 
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stakeholders resulted in failed marketing programs associated with promoting tourism 

attractions. Elbakidze et al. (2013) found that inadequate or poor implementation of an 

engagement process can lead to unsatisfactory stakeholder relations and social conflict due to 

different expectations among stakeholders. Stakeholders often distrust ideas and concepts that 

originate from outside their community, particularly those that might impact on their 

livelihoods (Elbakidze et al., 2013). Where stakeholders hold different values, conflict can arise 

(Jamal, 2004). Measures need to be developed to identify these issues and facilitate effective 

strategies for resolving them in order to manage developments. Jamal (2004) proposes that 

interest-based representations could be used for conflict resolution and negotiation processes 

where such interests relate to stakeholder needs, concerns, or fears relating to a development 

proposal. 

3.1.7 Stakeholder expectations 

In developed countries, stakeholders generally expect to have a choice in participating in 

decision-making processes while in less developed countries decision making is accepted as a 

government role (Newsome, Moore, et al., 2013). Stakeholder expectations in developed 

countries are often encouraged through higher standards of education, legislation, and through 

access to information regarding community matters. However, stakeholders may have different 

expectations about appropriate levels of activity and use depending on their level of ownership 

or legal representation and can hold different views about their duties, the law, rights, and 

protection being provided to the environment (Ewert, Attarian, Hollenhorst, Russell, & Voight, 

2006; Wafik, Fawzy, & Ibrahim, 2011). Information provided on potential beneficial outcomes 

of proposals can lead to increased community and visitor expectations (Budruk et al., 2009). 

Stakeholders may gain from positive benefits and can be affected by negative issues related to 

development (Mechinda et al., 2012). Where local communities perceive positive benefits from 

development proposals, they often have positive expectations (Elbakidze et al., 2013; Waligo, 

Clarke, & Hawkins, 2013). However, stakeholder perspectives can be limiting, and this can 

lead to difficulties in meeting their expectations (Waligo et al., 2013). Communication is seen 

as a significant means of informing stakeholder expectations (Pomeranz et al., 2013). Poor 

communication with stakeholders can impact their acceptance of development proposals. 

McCool, as cited in (Clark & Stein, 2004) notes that where planning does not meet stakeholder 

expectations, any proposals can be defeated. Day and Gunton (2003) observe that 

communication is essential to avoid creating inaccurate expectations. At international and 

national levels, institutional arrangements must also have clarity between stakeholders, or this 
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can lead to social conflict (Elbakidze et al., 2013). Newsome, Dowling, et al. (2013) noted that 

following improvements to access for two-wheel drive vehicles to the Pinnacles (a tourism 

destination 2 hours north of Perth in Western Australia), the managing agency had concerns 

about changing visitor expectations as well as the increased likelihood of tourism impacts and 

pressure on the Pinnacles, thus reflecting how small changes can bring about changed 

expectations of stakeholders; in this case, to both the visitor and the land manager. 

3.1.8 Stakeholder Attachment 

Attachment to place has emerged as a factor among the reasons for stakeholder 

engagement in proposed developments. Place attachment is complex and brings together 

“social and individual interactions and meanings that inform how people perceive the world 

around them” (Amsden, Stedman, & Kruger, 2010, p. 33). Stakeholders form an attachment to 

a place for many reasons including the beauty of the place, activities, and bonding opportunities 

with family and friends (Kruger & Jakes, 2003; Stokowski, 2002; Tonge, Moore, Ryan, & 

Beckley, 2013). Stokowski (2002, p. 369) refers to the phrase “sense of place” as being 

generally used to describe “an individual’s ability to develop feelings of attachment to 

particular settings based on a combination of use, attentiveness, and emotion.” It is this sense 

of attachment to place that can draw stakeholders into differences of opinion with natural 

resource managers if changes to places are proposed (Jamal & Stronza, 2009). In their review 

of research papers on “place”, Kruger and Jakes (2003) observed that stakeholders could 

become active opponents if they sensed that the place they valued was at risk. 

3.1.9 Stakeholder Perceptions 

Perception involves how one sees the world (McDonald, 2012); however, individual 

views can vary significantly (Dredge et al., 2006). This argument is supported by (Dyer, 

Gursoy, Sharma, & Carter, 2007) who observed in their research on the Sunshine Coast in 

Australia that residents’ age, time of residency in an area, and environment influenced 

residents’ perceptions, particularly of tourism activities in the region. According to Dyer et al. 

(2007), the tourism literature suggests that the local residents’ perception of tourism impacts is 

varied with some residents viewing tourism as having both positive and negative impacts. 

Other residents are likely to perceive tourism as having negative social and cultural impacts 

while others are inclined to view tourism as having positive economic, social, and cultural 

impacts. Overall, if residents perceive that tourism creates more benefits than costs for the 

community, they tend to have a favourable view of tourism and as a result support tourism 
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development. On the other hand, if they believe that tourism brings more costs than benefits, 

they are not likely to endorse tourism development. 

Perception, according to Proshansky (1976) (as cited in (Dorwart, Leung, & Moore, 

2004), is the reception and processing of information from the environment and implies 

awareness but not always a conscious awareness. Dorwart et al. (2004) used this interpretation 

to develop their research on visitor perception in outdoor recreation experiences and found that 

having visitors perceive their own impacts, as well as the impacts of others, was a key to 

developing appropriate management responses to a range of recreation situations. 

Stakeholder perceptions can be influenced by the way in which activities are portrayed 

(Elbakidze et al., 2013). This was found to be the case with Ukraine’s establishment of a 

Biosphere Reserve to promote conservation and tourism. In this case, local residents’ 

perceptions, which Elbakidze et al. (2013) determined through interviews, were that they would 

be excluded from the Biosphere Reserve thus affecting their rural livelihoods. Similarly, land 

managers developed the perception that they would not be permitted to harvest the forests or 

carry out other such activities. However, the Biosphere Reserve promoters (comprised of 

ecologists and managers of protected areas) and local villagers, aware of the current tourism 

activities in the villages, were in support of the Biosphere Reserve as they perceived that there 

would be tourism development taking place. According to Elbakidze et al. (2013), there should 

be an aim of empowering local communities to ensure understanding of intentions and to steer 

their own development. This would greatly assist in establishing a clear understanding for new 

developments. Indeed, Fanwei (2014) found that increasing residents’ levels of understanding 

and participation in planning decisions was key to improving their perceptions, in this case, 

geo-heritage. 

People’s perceptions matter and this relies on whether they are perceptions of the land 

around them, perceptions of the people with whom they interact, or perceptions of activities in 

which they engage (Amsden et al., 2010). It is important that proponents of any developments 

engage often and openly with stakeholders to reduce the opportunity for negative perceptions 

to become established. Stakeholder perceptions vary according to their interests. For example, 

a community, as a stakeholder, can be defined as a flexible concept based on “symbolic, 

political or social perceptions” (Amsden et al., 2010, p. 34). This brings about consequences 

for development initiators to ensure that they understand and engage with a wide range of 
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stakeholders, at least initially, to gather all the issues associated with their project, develop a 

shared vision, and remain active within the community (Dredge et al., 2006). 

3.2 Review of Methods for Determining Stakeholder Perceptions 

This thesis has focussed on stakeholder perceptions about establishing a Geopark. 

Perceptions can influence the support, or otherwise for determining the potential to establish a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia. It was therefore important to review the most 

effective methods for determining stakeholder perceptions for the current research and how to 

select appropriate stakeholders for interviews. 

Determining stakeholder perceptions has become an increasing requirement of 

proponents associated with new developments, whether these developments are community, 

business, or government based. This is particularly relevant where there is a focus on inclusive 

consultation (Jenni et al., 2014) brought about by social and legislative changes. Stakeholder 

perceptions can be determined through a range of methods. Collaboration, round-table 

discussions, and consensus-based approaches are some of the methods being used (Jamal, 

2004). Collaborative planning integrates stakeholders into the decision-making and planning 

process and this process of integration can benefit public land management (Clark & Stein, 

2004). 

The use of surveys involving scales of perceptual indicators of beneficial outcomes of 

leisure activities—such as social, economic, environmental and personal attributes—were also 

found to be useful indicators of stakeholder perceptions (Budruk et al., 2009). Budruk et al. 

(2009) used focus groups of residents to develop their research in determining beneficial 

outcomes resulting from recreation activities. 

In developing their model for a decision analysis on climate change, Jenni et al. (2014) 

identified a broad range of stakeholders and then categorised them to determine representative 

decision makers and stakeholders. The researchers then set out a strategy for brainstorming and 

discussion during a 4-day workshop which yielded relevant, useful, and usable data for decision 

making. A key to their success was establishing an agreed list of high-level broad written 

objectives that would guide the ongoing discussions. Lafreniere et al. (2013) identified several 

general theories that can be used to identify, categorise, and prioritise stakeholders including 

social network analysis, which is used to determine stakeholder relationships as well as 

categorising stakeholders. 
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In examining the environmental perceptions of stakeholders, Imran et al. (2014) 

identified and grouped stakeholders into four categories (tourism enterprises, protected-area 

authorities, local community members, and tourists) before using convenience sampling to 

survey stakeholders. The researchers acknowledged the limitations of this approach in getting 

enough surveys completed and that seasonal variation at the tourist destination was also a 

complicating factor reducing sampling outcomes. 

As a result of the review of literature by Pomeranz et al. (2013) into the concept of 

collaboration, they observed that collaboration was more often a tool to determine 

environmental, social, and economic impacts. Their observations included findings by (Selin 

& Chavez, 1995, p. 190) who described collaboration as “a joint decision-making approach to 

problem resolution where power is shared and stakeholders take collective responsibility for 

their actions and subsequent outcomes from those actions” (as cited in (Pomeranz et al., 2013, 

p. 25). 

Furthermore, Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) in Pomeranz et al. (2013, p. 25) observed 

that suggested that collaboration “involves individuals or groups moving in concert in a 

situation in which no party has the power to command the behaviour of the others” (p. xiii). 

An example provided by Pomeranz et al. (2013) of collaboration which includes the creation, 

implementation, and management of voluntary codes of conduct was the Tourism Best 

Management Practices developed in 1997 and adopted by the City and Borough of Juneau, 

Alaska. 

Gray (1989) (as cited in (Pomeranz et al., 2013, p. 25) presented three stages of 

collaboration: 

• problem setting (e.g., identifying stakeholders, defining problem); 

• direction setting (e.g., developing agendas and rules for interaction, achieving 

consensus); and 

• implementation (e.g., monitoring and achieving compliance). 

The approach by Gray (1989) in (Pomeranz et al., 2013) encouraged joint recognition 

and determination of an underlying issue or problem before working on a means to address the 

issue or problem. Implementation often fell to the landowner or manager; however, a joint 

steering committee with overwatch was required to ensure that the issue or problem identified 

originally, such as an imbalance of land management power, was being actively addressed. 
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Gray (1989) also outlined five characteristics defining collaborative processes:  

• stakeholders are interdependent (i.e., they have shared concerns, interests);  

• solutions emerge by dealing constructively with differences;  

• joint ownership of decisions is involved;  

• stakeholders assume collective responsibility for future directions; and  

• collaboration is an emergent process.  

(Gray, as cited in (Pomeranz et al., 2013, p. 26). 

The processes observed by Gray (1989), cited in Pomeranz et al. (2013), provide a solid 

basis for establishing how to determine stakeholder perceptions for the establishment of a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia. 

3.3 Determining the Stakeholder Perceptions of Proposed Geoparks 

To determine stakeholder perceptions of proposed Geoparks, consideration needs to be 

given to who the perceived stakeholders are within, or associated with, any proposed Geopark 

area. At the writing of this thesis, there had only been research into stakeholder perceptions 

after a Geopark has been established. Discussion on stakeholders was developed at the 

beginning of this chapter. The following section focuses on potential stakeholders for 

Geoparks.  

Zouros (2004), in his article on the European Geoparks Network, indicated that 

stakeholders involved in Geoparks range from international to national and local interests. 

Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2 provide an overview of perceived high-level and internal 

stakeholders. The details of stakeholders within the proposed Wheatbelt Geopark were 

determined during initial stakeholder forums where a snowball approach was adopted. A 

snowball approach involves participants providing guidance to others to determine likely 

additional stakeholders (Cohen & Arieli, 2011). Figure 3.1, guided by the work of Zouros 

(2004), provides an indication of the external breadth of high-level stakeholder engagement 

associated with Geoparks.  
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Figure 3.1 Conceptual high-level stakeholder categories associated with Geopark creation, 

management, and maintenance. 

Source: Zouros (2004). 

There is a complex and high level of engagement in proposing, building, and establishing 

a Geopark. This is particularly the case where Geoparks seek international recognition which 

in turn expands opportunities for collaboration and marketing for networking and the attraction 

of tourists. On a local level, stakeholder relationships are also complex with individual (internal 

– residents, external – temporary residents), businesses (tourism and others), community 

groups, agencies (national, state and non-government organisations), and landowners (state and 

private) involved. 
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Figure 3.2 Conceptual local level stakeholder categories in a Geopark. 

Source: Alan Briggs. 

Figure 3.2 provides an indication of this complexity in identifying stakeholders. (Farsani 

et al., 2011b) focussed on local stakeholders by including the participation of local artists, 

businesses, investors, tourism organisations, government, and non-government organisations. 

Figure 3.3 (taken from (Newsome, Moore, et al., 2013, p. 203), on the other hand, provides an 

indicative description of all possible stakeholders in natural area tourism. A similar range of 

stakeholders can be applied to the concept of Geoparks as tourism within Geoparks is based on 

natural area tourism products. In the current study, further stakeholders including politicians, 

Indigenous communities, and adjacent landowners were identified. Academic researchers were 

also identified as stakeholders who could provide valuable data and insight into the formation 

and outcomes of Geopark developments.  
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Figure 3.3 Possible stakeholders in natural area tourism 

Source: Newsome, Moore, et al. (2013, p. 203). 

Stakeholder perceptions surrounding the concept and implementation of Geoparks are 

not well researched with most studies focusing on geo-heritage values (Fanwei, 2014). 

However, there is an increasing body of research being undertaken as policy makers and 

researchers recognise the importance of understanding perceptions in natural area tourism 

(Imran et al., 2014). Fanwei (2014) undertook research using a questionnaire survey into 

resident perspectives of the existing Mt. Huaying Grand Canyon Geological Park as a case 

study in China. The survey results were analysed using a quantitative statistical method (a 

hierarchy evaluation model) to determine resident perceptions about the Geopark within the 

Geopark community. The model tested whether residents had knowledge about geo-heritage 

and whether they were willing to, or had, participated in the planning process. The research 

found that residents had a poor understanding of geo-heritage and were not involved in the 
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planning process, largely as a result of the top-down management structure for the Geopark. 

Fanwei (2014) proposed a number of ways to improve resident perceptions which included 

changing the management structure, developing people-centred policies, and encouraging 

business and community engagement. Encouraging participatory governance structures and 

stakeholder engagement in planning was also recommended by Imran et al. (2014) as a means 

to improve stakeholder perceptions associated with natural areas. Liu and Ouyang (2010) also 

supported this approach following their study of environmental attitudes and perceptions of 

conflict between communities and protected areas. These approaches are considered for the 

current research. 

Jaafar, Lonik, Nordin, and Abdullah (2014) conducted research at Kilim Geopark 

(Malaysia) into tourist differences and tourism products that involved consideration of tourist 

perceptions. However, the focus was on the product not the perception. Jaafar, Lonik, et al. 

(2014) recommended further research be conducted between neighbouring Geoparks, such as 

Dayang Bunting Marble Geoforest Park and Machincang Cambrian Geoforest Park, to 

determine differences between tourist perceptions of these Geoparks. Such research had not 

been initiated at the time of writing this thesis. The concept of stakeholder perceptions of the 

potential for the creation of Geoparks—or of their social values—does not appear, at the time 

of this research, to have been conducted. 

3.4 Employment, community wellbeing, and community engagement in Geoparks 

3.4.1 Job creation 

Geoparks have been found to facilitate job creation as demand for accommodation, 

catering, and other services increases (Farsani et al., 2010, 2011b; Fassoulas & Zouros, 2010; 

Ng, 2017; Zouros, 2004). Europe and China were the first global regions to embrace Geoparks 

and most research into job creation has focussed on these regions. Lesvos Geopark has created 

direct and indirect jobs (Fassoulas & Zouros, 2010). Some Geoparks in China have reversed 

the exodus of rural workers moving to cities in search of work. The Chinese government 

implemented a Geoparks program with a view towards improving rural economies and 

alleviating rural poverty. Ng (2017) articulated that this has been a successful strategy with 

rural employment increasing and communities recovering from poverty. The Kilim Geopark 

in Malaysia has also created innovative employment opportunities (Halim et al., 2011). 

Innovation is a key in this example as local traditional jobs, such as fishing, were transformed 

into tourism guide roles in the Geopark. 
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Geoparks have created employment in other countries through increasing services to 

visitors. Some have taken the form of creative products such as café menus with geological 

nomenclature for products such as lava coffee while others take the opportunity to display local 

crafts (Zouros, 2013). In a review of 16 Geoparks, one of which was the former Kanawinka 

Geopark, Farsani et al. (2010) found that Geoparks had become more than geology and 

landscapes with the review showing that they involved natural museums with local 

communities presenting products of artists as well as having craftwork, events, food and 

children’s displays which led to creation of jobs. 

As evidenced above, there is a worldwide interest in Geoparks. People will travel to visit 

Geoparks in the same way they travel to visit World Heritage Areas, National Parks, and other 

iconic tourism landmarks such as Uluru, a massive monadnock remotely located in the centre 

of Australia (Gordon, 2018). Initial tourism visitation levels are likely to be low; however, this 

could provide the opportunity for rural communities to increase their businesses, develop skills, 

and train local people on how best to interact with tourists. 

3.4.2 Community wellbeing 

Communities have been found to benefit from the establishment of Geoparks, 

particularly where members of the community are consulted with, and participate in, businesses 

or are employed within the Geopark (Farsani et al., 2012; Fassoulas & Zouros, 2010; Jaafar, 

Nordin, et al., 2014). In the foreword for the New Challenges with Geotourism conference, 

Carvahlo and Rodrigues (2009) indicate that local communities can become involved in 

Geopark activities and events as well as providing local knowledge, services, facilities, and 

products. Some communities have reported that being included in a Geopark had impacted 

their culture through changes in language and customs; however, the socio-economic 

improvements of income streams, festivals, and recognition of women’s rights and cultural 

values were regarded more positively (Farsani et al., 2012). These mostly positive outcomes 

from community involvement with Geoparks provides useful evidence for a positive outcome 

for community wellbeing. 

3.4.3 Community Engagement 

Community engagement has received increasing levels of attention during the past 

several decades (Gordon, 2018; Halim & Ishak, 2017; Henriques & Brilha, 2016; Walker & 

Moscardo, 2016). Having community support for developments and projects has become an 
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essential component for sustainable development initiatives and implementation involving 

community engagement though consultation, education, and participation. Research by 

Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, and Vogt (2005) found that people who perceive a high benefit 

for themselves will provide a high level of support for the development proposal. They found 

that this reaction was in accord with social exchange theory where people engage in an 

interactive process seeking something of value. This was also supported by Lee (2013) when 

studying community resident support for sustainable tourism in Taiwan, finding that when 

communities are engaged with the project, they tend to provide ongoing support for tourism 

development. 

Knowing who the community is composed of impacts the level of engagement to be 

undertaken (Gordon, 2018; Henriques & Brilha, 2016). It is important to establish who, or 

which, array of stakeholders are involved as local communities have an awareness of the 

attributes surrounding them and a personal interest in the conservation of those attributes 

(Avelar, Mansur, Anjos, & Vasconcelos, 2015). Halim and Ishak (2017) found in their heritage 

conservation study that community engagement was challenged because the use of the term 

“community engagement” often did not reflect the extent to which the local community was 

able to engage. From their findings, it was considered important to determine the most 

appropriate stakeholders within the respective communities before any engagement takes 

place. This can be complex, particularly when aiming for inclusion of all relevant individuals 

and groups in the engagement process (Dowling, 2013). This also includes those stakeholders 

who might find it difficult to participate or are not sufficiently informed to provide satisfactory 

engagement (Azman et al., 2011; Azman, Halimb, Liu, Saidin, & Komoo, 2010; Feighery, 

2002; S. Kim, Park, & Phandanouvong, 2014). Chili and Ngxongo (2017) found that there were 

several barriers to community engagement including a lack of information and poor leadership. 

Further barriers identified by Mustapha, Azman, and Ibrahim (2013) were internal factors (such 

as culture) which includes limited capacity in poorer communities, a lack of awareness and 

empathy, and external factors (such as weather) which affects the ability to attend community 

engagement forums. To engage with non-participants requires keeping communities aware and 

informed about the benefits of being engaged with the tourism industry (Andereck et al., 2005). 

This also includes keeping host communities up-to-date with policies and management 

objectives, listening to community concerns, and being prepared to make changes to 

accommodate the issues that may reside in the host community (Carmody & Prideaux, 2011; 

Feighery, 2002). 
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In relation to Geoparks, Halim and Ishak (2017) found that the way to improving and 

increasing local community appreciation towards Geopark and heritage conservation was to 

become familiar with their attitudes, needs and aspirations, background, and culture. They 

suggested management authorities should also be aware that local communities see benefits 

and opportunities as socio-economic outcomes, and as creating a sense of belonging. The 

complexity of community engagement was also recognised by B. G. Evans, Cleal, and Thomas 

(2018) whose research into mining heritage in Wales found that community engagement had 

been a key part in developing a lasting legacy for the project area. Farsani et al. (2010) suggest 

in their research into Geoparks as art museums for geo-tourists that few people would argue 

against community engagement. Research by Shander (2014) into the Meteorum Geopark 

found Geoparks to be positive for communities and that enhancing community empowerment 

and community engagement was essential for this success. 

Having briefly established the importance of community engagement, this thesis now 

turns toward the levels of engagement required by UNESCO in association with Geoparks 

before considering community engagement by other countries involved with Geoparks, the 

Australian requirements for community engagement, and then establishing what would be 

required for establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt in Western Australia. 

3.4.4 Levels of community engagement to meet the UNESCO requirements 

UNESCO has established a charter for community engagement which is clearly outlined 

in their operational guidelines (Geopark Shetland, 2018). The UNESCO guidelines indicate 

that Geoparks should actively involve local communities and Indigenous peoples as key 

stakeholders. The Riviera Declaration, signed at the 7th International conference for Global 

Geoparks, recognises and reinforces the role of community engagement for its bottom-up 

approach to Geopark management (UNESCO, 2016g). So, what are UNESCO’s requirements 

for community engagement? The guidelines are set out in 38 C/14 Annex I – page 4 Part B: 

UNESCO Global Geoparks Article 1: UNESCO Global Geoparks as follows: 

(v) UNESCO Global Geoparks should actively involve local communities and 

Indigenous peoples as key stakeholders in the Geopark. In partnership with local 

communities, a co-management plan needs to be drafted and implemented that provides 

for the social and economic needs of local populations, protects the landscape in which 

they live and conserves their cultural identity. It is recommended that all relevant local 
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and regional actors and authorities be represented in the management of a UNESCO 

Global Geopark. Local and Indigenous knowledge, practice and management systems 

should be included, alongside science, in the planning and management of the area. 

(UNESCO, 2016a) 

UNESCO makes it clear that community engagement must be a factor in the operations 

of Geoparks and this approach has been supported by McKeever et al. (2010) who argue that 

communities should take ownership of Geoparks and benefit from them.  

3.4.5 Geopark management structures and community engagement 

Established Geoparks have incorporated community engagement to differing degrees 

depending on their circumstances and Geopark management models. The European Geopark 

model is related to a European nature park model (Hartling & Meier, 2010) and is different 

from the more government-oriented Chinese model that was adopted as a poverty alleviation 

strategy in the 1970s (Ng, 2017). Others have varied their community engagement dependent 

on the size or scale of the Geopark, such as the German TERRA.vita Global Geopark which is 

managed by six local government administrative units from two German States and their 

respective government authorities. The Iranian Qeshm Island, designated in 2017 as a 

UNESCO Global Geopark, takes in an entire island and includes three cities, 57 villages, and 

a population of 120,000 (UNESCO, 2017d). Other Geoparks have boundaries overlapping 

neighbouring countries such as the Marble Arch Caves UNESCO Global Geopark which 

involves the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland; and Muskau Arch UNESCO Global Geopark which overlaps Germany and Poland 

(UNESCO, 2016f). In Australia, the former Kanawinka Geopark, the largest Global Geopark 

before it was delisted in 2012, covered seven Local Government Authorities having an area of 

26,910 square kilometres (Gerritsen, 2009). Stakeholder participation emanated from each 

local government authority and was coordinated by the Kanawinka management board. Each 

Geopark management authority adapts to their respective sizes by engaging local 

representation when they are small and by incorporating representatives across participating 

local government authorities when they are extensive in area. 

3.5 Conclusions 

This chapter has reviewed the relevant literature concerned with stakeholder views and 

perceptions about activities and events that impact them. The literature indicates that if 
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stakeholders are adequately engaged through a participative approach, they are likely to have 

positive perceptions about proposed developments. The findings indicate that where there is 

little or no engagement, stakeholders can develop hostile reactions to projects. It is incumbent 

on development proponents to engage fully with their stakeholders if they wish to gain the best 

business and community outcomes. 

Further, this chapter reviewed relevant key literature about stakeholder perceptions 

relating to Geoparks. The review confirmed that previous research has focussed on stakeholder 

perceptions after a Geopark has been established. Previous work also indicates that those 

stakeholders who were engaged with Geoparks, and their establishment and subsequent 

operation, were supportive of Geoparks. Other stakeholders not so engaged with Geoparks 

were more likely to consider the establishment of a Geopark as a threat to their livelihood and 

not be supportive (Cercas & Fernández, 2016).  

The chapter also reviewed published evidence for Geopark contributions to job creation, 

community wellbeing and engagement, and Geopark management structures as well as what 

communities need to do to explore the UNESCO requirements for Geoparks. 

The following chapter (Chapter 4) goes on to provide the site description of a potential 

Geopark in Australia and, using the nominated case study area, the potential to establish a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia. 
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A Site Description Context for a Geopark in Western Australia 

The Potential for Geoparks in Australia 

Australia has significant iconic geological features and landscapes of tourism interest. 

These features and landscapes range from the internationally recognised natural landmark of 

Uluru in the Northern Territory to the Great Barrier Reef in Queensland. In Western Australia 

(WA), there is the Bungle Bungle Range (in Purnululu National Park) in the Kimberley Region 

and Ningaloo Reef in the north-west region. In the mid-west region of WA, there are the 

Pinnacles and the Pink Lake. Many of these places are conserved under legislation in 

government national parks or conservation reserves. Such legislation often precludes 

development other than for leases and licensed activities permitted under management plans. 

“Commercial activities such as farming are prohibited and access by people strictly monitored” 

(Australian Government, 2017, p. 1). While an ambitious goal, the vast expanses of the 

Australian outback would challenge “strict monitoring” of access by people. Most often, there 

are no communities living within national parks, as Australia’s national parks are based on the 

Yellowstone model (Wearing & Huyskens, 2001) which excludes resident communities. There 

has been a recent trend for Aboriginal communities to be engaged in joint management of 

established national parks and reserves which allows Aboriginal communities access to the 

land within national parks such as Uluru. Visitors to these above mentioned iconic geological 

features include international and domestic sources (Tourism Western Australia, 2017). 

In WA, there are many examples of landforms and geological features that provide 

significant educational and geotourism potential. The Darling Range, an eroded scarp, provides 

the first observable geographic feature rising from the coastal sandplain which is a former rift 

valley formed when the Indian tectonic plate separated from the Australian plate (Gozzard, 

2007) around 120 million years ago. The rifting exposed the entire west coast to the Indian 

Ocean (Blewett, Kennett, & Huston, 2013). The oldest granites in Australia, at 3,731 +/- 4 

million years, are found in the Murchison Region on the Yilgarn Craton and Jack Hills in the 

Pilbara Region of WA which has detrital zircons aged at around 4,404 million years (Blewett 

et al., 2013). 

Drive trails have been established in the north-west region of WA including Discovery 

Trails to Early Earth – a traveller’s guide to the East Pilbara of WA written by Van Kranendonk 

and Johnston and published in 2009 by the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and 
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Safety (Department of Mines Industry Regulation and Safety, 2017a). This trail takes visitors 

across one of the most readily observable ancient crusts aged at 3.5 billion years and includes 

remnants of ancient volcanic eruptions and Archaean stromatolites (Department of Mines 

Industry Regulation and Safety, 2017a).  

In the mid-west region of WA, some sites—such as the Pinnacles on the Coral Coast—

are regional iconic tourist attractions and already attract international, national, and intrastate 

tourists (Wheatbelt Development Commission, 2015). The Pinnacles, located in the Nambung 

National Park 190 kilometres north of Perth, are exposed limestone columns. The actual source 

of the Pinnacles has been debated by geologists and this makes interesting interpretation for 

this geo-site. Over 190,000 visitors travel to the site each year (Australia's Coral Coast, 2017). 

The Pinnacles have all-vehicle access, a visitor centre, and on-site staff operating under the 

management of the State Government Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 

Attractions. 

Limestone karst topography north of Perth is protected in Yanchep National Park which 

has “tourist” caves available for display and interpretation to the visiting public. While mainly 

a day trip destination from Perth, accommodation is also available. Further south in the 

Margaret River Region on the Leeuwin Coast, karst topography is also showcased in a range 

of limestone caves including Nilgi, Mammoth, and Lake caves. Each has guided walks and site 

interpretation with international, national, and local visitation.  

To the east of Perth, beyond the Darling Fault and Darling Range, lies the Wheatbelt 

region of WA. Extensive (2 to 5-day) drives have been established from Perth including the 

Wheatbelt Way and the Granite Way, both of which introduce visitors to the granite 

monadnocks scattered across the landscape. Monadnocks, also known as inselbergs, (Brocx & 

Semeniuk, 2007; Twidale, 2002) are upstanding hills or rocks standing above a peneplain 

(Gozzard, 2007). They are comprised of granite (Anand & Paine, 2002) and have largely 

resisted weathering although each monadnock has its own unique form or profile. One such 

monadnock that is recognised as a geo-site is Wave Rock located in the eastern wheatbelt 

region four kilometres east of Hyden, 336 kilometres east of Perth. Wave Rock has been 

developed by an entrepreneurial family independent of government, providing accommodation 

and infrastructure to attract visitors. Between 100,000 and 160,000 visitors arrive annually 

(Central Wheatbelt Visitor Centre, 2017; Shire of Corrigin, 2017). Wave Rock is a full-day 

return drive destination from Perth and receives international, national, and local visitation 
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from commercial and self-drive tours. Site interpretation and educational materials in the form 

of guidebooks, brochures, and interpretive panels are also available at the site. 

4.1 Geoheritage 

Geoheritage is important in relation to the concept of Geoparks and conserving geo-sites 

and contributes to the value of Geoparks. Geoheritage is about protecting, managing, and 

preserving the uniqueness and scientific and educational values of such geological areas. Brocx 

and Semeniuk (2007) describe geoheritage as a relatively new concept in Australia with some 

geoheritage sites now being protected by legislation in Australia. Geoheritage initially focussed 

on the conservation and protection of the geology and geomorphology of sites; however, its 

scope has increased to include cultural values, land management, research, education, and 

tourism (Brocx & Semeniuk, 2007). Brocx and Semeniuk (2007) have contributed significantly 

to the field of geoheritage in Australia. Brocx (2008) published Geoheritage: From Global 

Perspectives to Local Principles for Conservation and Planning. This book reviews global and 

regional approaches to geoheritage conservation, the Australian experience, and legislative 

approaches to protect geoheritage using case studies before setting out the principles and 

strategies for addressing geoheritage conservation.  

Assessment tools have been developed for determining the geotourism, education, and 

protection requirements for geosites (Fassoulas et al., 2012). In WA, there are 150 registered 

Geoheritage sites including impact craters, Achaean stromatolites, and Achaean microfossils 

as well as eight State Geoheritage reserves which have restricted entry (Department of Mines, 

2017). Geoheritage has an educative role in informing Geopark management and the need for 

protection of geosites, as well as the availability of appropriate geosites for site interpretation 

and sustainable use for geotourism. 

4.2 Local people and communities as Geopark Stakeholders 

Local and Indigenous peoples’ participation in establishing and managing Geoparks is 

encouraged by UNESCO (UNESCO, 2016b) to emphasise the role of local communities, 

engaging and participating in activities, encouraging cultural development, and sharing 

cultures with visitors. Business development, employment, job creation, and training for local 

communities are important aspects to be considered within the sustainable development 

parameters of Geoparks (UNESCO, 2016b). Research at Lesvos (a coastal region) and 

Psiloritus (a mountainous region) Global Geoparks in Greece has demonstrated the value of 
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management planning, research, and the development of education programs for local 

communities. In 2000, Lesvos Geopark provided training programs for unemployed youth 

subsequently employing 34 people to work within the Geopark. Both of these Geoparks in 

Greece work closely with the local community to encourage participation and extension of the 

visitor season both of which facilitate job creation and employment (Fassoulas & Zouros, 

2010). However, the focus is on local communities in Greek Geoparks, rather than expressly 

nominating Indigenous people. Global Geoparks do refer to local and Indigenous communities 

when considering culture and links to lands (UNESCO, 2018).  

While “local communities” in Australia more commonly refers to local stakeholders, a 

more specific reference is made of the term “Indigenous communities and Indigenous people” 

when engaging with Australian Aboriginal communities and people. Aboriginal people have 

been living on the Australian continent for around 40,000 to 60,000 years (Bird et al., 2018; 

Veth, 2017). Although there has been academic discussion about the 60,000 year date, the 

consensus of experts tends to support this later date (Bowdler, 2017). Aboriginal people have 

a deep personal connection with the land (Wearing & Huyskens, 2001). They have become an 

integral part of the landscape through their land management practices such as burning of 

vegetation to create future grazing areas for native animals and to enhance future hunting 

purposes (Codding, Bird, Kauhanen, & Bird, 2014). As Global Geoparks are required to engage 

with Indigenous; that is, Aboriginal people and communities, it is essential that they are 

regarded as Geopark stakeholders (UNESCO, 2016f).  

In Australia, the 2016 Census revealed that Aboriginal people comprised 2.1% of the 

overall population and, in WA, 3.3% of the community (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

2020e). The Aboriginal populations for the study area towns in this thesis, derived from the 

2016 Australian Census, are shown in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal populations in rural towns in the research study area.  

Sources: (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c, 2020d). 

Population Town Tammin Kellerberrin Bruce Rock Quairading 

Total Number 202 972 930 641 

Aboriginal  Number 29 87 27 74 

 Percentage 14.6 8.9 2.9 11.6 
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4.3 Western Australian Wheatbelt Potential for Geopark Development 

The geology and significance of the south-west region of WA, from Geraldton in the 

north to Albany in the south, has been discussed and reported by Geological Survey of Western 

Australia (1975). With a lack of recent glaciation and volcanism, and with a long history of 

weathering, the geology and landscape are expressed through one of the oldest undisturbed 

land platforms in the world (Monroe, 2013). Furthermore, the area is characterised by unique 

flora and fauna with strong community and cultural attachments (Hopper, Brown, & Marchant, 

1997). 

As Geoparks require a contiguous boundary, consideration was given in this thesis to 

identifying local government authorities (LGAs) within the region of focus for this Wheatbelt 

Geopark concept. The potential for creating a Geopark in this area is based on the geological 

heritage, uniqueness of flora and fauna, and cultural values attributed to both Aboriginal 

Australians, early European explorers and settlers, and contemporary communities. Economic 

development within the south-west area of the Yilgarn Craton is largely within the 

administrative boundaries of the Wheatbelt Development Commission, a Western Australian 

State government agency. Given that there is recognised rural decline in terms of population 

and community services in the central and eastern districts of the Wheatbelt Development 

Commission region, this thesis identifies the need and potential for the economic recovery of 

the region as part of a Geopark establishment program.  

The selected area (Figure 4.1a and Figure 4.1b) represents and is supported by the four 

LGAs of Tammin, Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock. (Figure 2.5) These LGAs were 

identified based on their proactive approach to tourism and previous responses to geotourism 

in the Wheatbelt region. Their contiguity meets UNESCO’s requirements for international 

geological significance, with a single boundary and establishment through a bottom-up 

approach driven by the local community.  
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Figure 4.1 (a) Relative location of Aspiring Westralia Granite Way Geopark. (b) Town centres within the approximate LGA boundaries associated. 

Source: Google Earth. 
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The selected case study area is located in the south-west region of WA on the Youanmi 

Terrane, which is comprised extensively of granite and granitic gneiss (Anand & Butt, 2010), 

and is considered to be the centre of the craton. According to Anand and Butt (2010), the 

Youanmi Terrane is described as gently undulating with a long history of weathering resulting 

in occasional prominent granite outcrops and extensive salt paleochannels. The geological 

significance is explained further below. 

4.3.1 Geological Significance 

The proposed Geopark lies within the south-west region of the Yilgarn Craton which 

extends across a large area of the south-west region of WA (Figure 4.2a). The geologic history 

of the greater Yilgarn Craton in WA extends back 4.4 billion years and represents one of the 

oldest crustal fragments on Earth (Wilde, Valley, Peck, & Graham, 2001). Much of the Yilgarn 

Craton is comprised of granitoid greenstones and high-grade gneiss terranes ranging from 

3,750 Ma to 2.6Ma (Cassidy et al., 1998). The Narryer Gneiss Terrane, an example of early 

crustal evolution (Sylvester, Souders, Crowley, & Myers, 2011), located near Mt Narryer in 

the northern region of the Yilgarn Craton has been dated at 3.7 Ga (Cassidy et al., 1998; 

Duuring et al., 2007; Wilde et al., 2001). By way of significance, the Yilgarn Craton, an ancient 

stable land surface covering most of WA, was formed largely of granitoids during the Archaean 

period (Anand & Paine, 2002). Anand and Paine (2002) estimated that the Yilgarn Craton 

comprises an area of approximately 657,000 square kilometres forming one of the largest intact 

segments of Archaean crust on Earth. The craton is a composite of six terranes (Figure 4.2b).  

The geological characteristics of the case study area is shown in Figure 4.3 from 

Geological Survey of Western Australia. It shows the regolith geological structures resulting 

from enduring weathering. 
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Figure 4.2 (a) Location of the Yilgarn Craton in relation to Australia; (b) the terranes of the craton 

Source: (a) Yilgarn Craton location in Western Australia sourced from Walker (2012). 

(b) Yilgarn Craton Terranes in south west Western Australia sourced from Czarnota et al. (2010). 
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Figure 4.3 Aspiring Westralia Geopark geological structure. 

Source: Geological Surveys Western Australia. 
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4.3.2 Landscape 

The proposed Geopark has a predominately flat landscape with granite domes—

variously known as inselbergs and monadnocks (Twidale, 2002, p. 44) —which rise from the 

land profile, exhibiting an extensive inselberg landscape (Twidale, 2002). Inselbergs are the 

result of preferential and variable weathering of jointed surfaces of granite/gneiss according to 

local variations in mineralogy and texture (Falconer, 1911, as cited in (Twidale, 2002). These 

landforms, and their respective ages that give rise to landscape complexity and geological 

interest in an otherwise flat landscape, are covered by deep regolith. Wave Rock, located near 

Hyden at the south-eastern edge of the case study area, demonstrates weathering processes that 

have resulted in the formation of a basal-eroded granite outcrop now expressed as a rounded 

overhanging rock wall (Figure 4.4). 

 

Figure 4.4 Wave Rock (Hyden, Western Australia) showing rounded overhanging rock wall and weathering 

patterns. 

Source: Alan Briggs. 

The overall result of a long period of deep weathering under stable landscape conditions 

has resulted in a flat Archaean residual laterite and sandplain regolith dominated landscape. 

The in-situ weathered and superficial transported material covers fresh rock to variable depths 

(of up to 150 metres) and is punctuated by protruding rock outcrops which are predominantly 

granitoids (Anand & Paine, 2002; Newsome, 2000). Some of the granitoids near Wave Rock 

are dated 2.63-2.70 Ga (Cassidy et al., 1998; Qiu & McNaughton, 1999).  



91 

 

4.3.3 Biodiversity Values 

The isolation of plant communities on granite outcrops has contributed to speciation. The 

flora of granite outcrops is more endangered than flora elsewhere, owing to them being small 

isolated populations. Some plant species have small populations on several outcrops, while 

others are restricted to small islands of rocks (Withers, 2000). As granite outcrops occupy only 

a small proportion of most of the areas in which they occur, and many of the associated plant 

populations are by definition rare and likely to contain rare species, management is particularly 

important for their conservation (Gole, 2006). According to Hopper et al. (1997), at least 1,320, 

and up to 2,000, plant species exist on granite outcrops in WA. Mammals within the region are 

not necessarily restricted to granite outcrops but some are rock specialists according to Morris 

(2000), using granite outcrops for habitat and protection. 

The south-west region of WA was declared the first of Australia’s Biodiversity Hotspots 

out of 25 international hotspots in 2000 (Myers, Mittermeier, Mittermeier, da Fonseca, & Kent, 

2000). The south-west region represented Australia’s only Biodiversity Hotspot until a later 

review increased that number to 37 when the forests of eastern Australia were included. 

According to Myers et al. (2000), only 10.8% of habitat remained within the south-west hotspot 

and the area was selected based on its richness in endemic plants and vertebrates. 

The Australian Government has developed criteria for assembling and assessing the 

biogeographic regions of Australia. The Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia 

established regions and subregions across Australian landforms. In the south-west region of 

WA, the area in which the proposed Geopark in this thesis is located, is the Avon Wheatbelt 

bioregion which is a dissected plateau of Tertiary laterite on the Yilgarn Craton. Its climate is 

semi-arid (dry) warm Mediterranean. There are two subregions: the eastern Avon Wheatbelt 

and the western Avon Wheatbelt (Harvey & Keighery, 2012). There are no Ramsar wetlands 

within the proposed boundaries of the Wheatbelt Geopark.  

The genus Eucalyptus is predominantly native to Australia. A small number of Eucalypt 

species are endemic to Indonesia and New Guinea (Strauss, 2001). However, there are species 

that are only found in the Wheatbelt of WA—with some occurring in remnant woodlands—

which once dominated the Wheatbelt region but are now restricted to reserves, roadsides, and 

remnants on private properties (Harvey & Keighery, 2012). Woodlands are defined by Muir 

(1977) as widely-spaced trees with a canopy cover of less than 30%. Cover may exceed 30% 
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after a disturbance such as fire but, over time, it tends to decrease through competition for 

survival between trees. According to Harvey and Keighery (2012), the woodlands within the 

aspiring Geopark are all dominated by Eucalyptus species and include Eucalyptus 

salmonophloia (Salmon Gum), E. loxophleba (York Gum), and E. salubris (Gimlet) - all of 

which tend to regenerate from seed, but may re-sprout from the stem and may form multiple 

stems from stumps if burnt or logged. Several Eucalypt species, including E. loxophleba, 

develop an underground root mass (lignotubers) from which multiple stems grow following 

disturbance. Other species such as E. astringens, E. gardneri, E. urna, and E. Sargentii 

(commonly known as mallets) only regenerate from seed, are killed by fire, and have no 

lignotubers from which they might regenerate (Harvey & Keighery, 2012).  

These characteristics of eucalyptus, and their accompanying range of flora including the 

mass flowering of annuals, exhibit a high degree of endemism, contribute to the basis for 

developing an interest for botanically-minded visitors, provide a tourism opportunity, and are 

relevant to the creation of a Geopark. 

4.3.4 Community 

A proposal for a Geopark anywhere in the world is not only about mountains, landscapes, 

rocks, and minerals. It should also explore, develop, and celebrate links between landscape 

features, geological heritage, and all other aspects of the area's natural, cultural, and intangible 

heritages (UNESCO, 2012). A Geopark aim should be to demonstrate the relationships 

between local people’s lives and geology and topography. This makes a Geopark project more 

meaningful for humanity.  

Aboriginal people have a long association with the land in Australia (Section 4.2). In the 

current case study area of the Wheatbelt region of WA, Aboriginal people and their 

communities maintain a strong connection to the landscape. The Noongar Aboriginal language 

group reside in the south-west region of WA.6. Overlapping with the current case study area 

are two main family groups: The Ballardong, whose country covers the western region of the 

case study area, and the Nyaki Nyaki, who reside towards the eastern region of the study area. 

Both the Noongar and Nyaki Nyaki family groups are interested in participating in tourism 

activities, with the Nyaki Nyaki already having established an Aboriginal tour organisation. 

 
6 There are various name spellings including Nyungar and Nyoonga (Gole, 2006) 
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In the Wheatbelt of WA, the need for water supplies and provisioning for early gold 

prospectors, settlers and surveyors; the development of the railway in 1880s and its extension 

to Kalgoorlie in 1897 (Wilson, Laymen, & Christmas, 2004); and the building of a water 

pipeline during the 1890s shaped the fledgling colony’s interest in geology. Moreover, an 

expanding agricultural industry gave rise to towns between Perth and Kalgoorlie. Granite 

outcrops were harnessed by establishing runoff catchments to gather water for storage in dams 

and tanks for use by communities, steam trains, and for agricultural purposes (Laing & Hauck, 

1997). The water supply pipeline construction began in 1898 to supply water to the Goldfields 

during the gold rush and was completed in 1903 (Albrecht, Allison, Ellis, & Jaceglav, 2010). 

Both the railway line and the water pipeline required maintenance and servicing stations along 

the route. The railway line in particular required, under government policy, towns to be 

established every 15 miles (23 kilometres) with railway sidings in between (Repton, 1999). 

These railway station sites grew to become towns and regional centres. For example, 

Quairading, located 167 kilometres east of Perth and named after the Aboriginal word 

“Kwirading” meaning small kangaroo, was officially declared a town site by the Western 

Australian government in 1905. Quairading was established as a terminus on the extension of 

the railway line in 1908 to service the expansion of farming through land grants for settlers in 

the area, which was led by government policy for the creation of jobs. By 1909, the town of 

Quairading was established (Shire of Quairading, 2018). 

After being declared as town sites by the Western Australian government, local towns 

were initially managed under Roads Boards which provided local governance addressing— 

among other items—matters relating to roads, rates, and rubbish. Progressively towns became 

governed under LGAs formed under the former Local Government Act (1960). Elected 

representatives formed councils to better manage the local environment, arrange for services, 

and coordinate policy matters. The LGAs reflect community-based organisations with a strong 

local perspective. Many towns within the eastern Wheatbelt region are now in decline due to 

climate change with decreasing rainfall, lifestyle changes, and technological changes which 

reduced the need for human labour, as well being part of business and government economic 

rationalism brought about as town populations reduced (Kullmann, 2013; Taylor, 2012; Tonts, 

2004; Tonts & Jones, 1997).  

To continue with the example of Quairading as a small Wheatbelt town, Quairading was 

originally gazetted as part of the Avon Road Board (1913) which continued governance until 
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1922 when Quairading was declared a Road Board District. In 1961, Quairading became a 

Shire after the Local Government Act of 1960 was passed by the Government in WA 

(Department of Local Government and Regional Development, 2003). As the need for further 

development progressed, so did the need for better communication between the base of 

government in Perth and regional centres. To assist with this requirement, a system of regional 

development authorities was developed as discussed in Chapter 2. 

4.4 Case Study Area and Human Population 

The sub-region system shown in Figure 2.5 was developed by the Wheatbelt 

Development Commission (WDC) to facilitate detailed planning and to undertake assessment 

of infrastructure and services within each sub-region with a view to determining their capacity 

for future growth. The Avon sub-region has a population of approximately 26,000 with most 

people located within the western area—known locally as the Avon Arc—and includes growth 

places such as Toodyay, Northam, York, and Beverley. The eastern section of the Avon Arc 

region in which Tammin and Quairading are located is less populated (Figure 2.5). The Central 

East sub-region has a population of approximately 17,000 with slower growth than that of the 

Avon sub-region. The WDC Investment Blueprint reported that tourism growth has increased 

as people re-engage with natural landscapes in the Central East sub-region; furthermore, 

adventure, heritage, and events tourism is increasing in the Avon sub-region (Wheatbelt 

Development Commission, 2015). The development of a Geopark has the potential to improve 

on this trend and support tourism growth. 

The LGAs of Tammin, Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock were selected for the 

current Geopark case study research and are centrally located within the WDC region with 

Tammin and Quairading located in the Avon sub-region and Kellerberrin and Bruce Rock in 

the Central East sub-region (Figure 2.5). Although in different sub-regions, each of the selected 

LGAs has experienced similar trends of decreasing or stable populations. This has been caused 

by their dependence on agriculture as their main industry. Improved on-farm machinery and 

technology has reduced the need for labour and subsequently reduced employment 

opportunities in the region. Most noticeable is the scarcity of the 15—19-year age group as 

children leave for education purposes (Shire of Chittering, 2015) and are boarded in private 

schools in the metropolitan region of Perth. Many remain in the metropolitan centre after 

completing their secondary schooling to undertake tertiary education or commence 

employment in Perth as there are limited opportunities for them in rural towns (Wheatbelt 
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Development Commission, 2015). In discussing ‘Return Migration”, where people return to 

their original towns, the Regional Institute of Australia observed that while there is a small 

level of return migration, most people having left the region would not return unless they were 

properly remunerated via employment opportunities, there were high standards of education 

accessible for their children, and good accommodation was available (Hugo, Feist, Tan, & 

Harris, 2015, p. 100).  

There are similarities between the towns when considering demographic and geographic 

attributes. Within each LGA, the study area towns are within 2 to 3 hours of Perth; located on 

good, accessible, formed roads; and experience similar climates. Tammin is a much smaller 

LGA with a shire area of 1,101 hectares compared with the other shires each having areas 

greater than 1,900 hectares. Tammin also has a small LGA population (402 people) compared 

to the other shires which have more than 900 people in their communities. Tammin has reached 

a position in its population decline where it shares a Chief Executive Officer with the adjoining 

LGA of Cunderdin to the west. Tammin has limited facilities and most of its residents purchase 

their farm and grocery items in the nearby LGAs of Cunderdin (to the west) and Kellerberrin 

(to the east). Kellerberrin, on the other hand, has a population over three times that of Tammin 

and, as with Bruce Rock and Quairading, is considered a regional centre.  

The 2016 Census data for each LGA, inclusive of town populations, indicates a 

reasonably stable population for Tammin while Kellerberrin, Bruce Rock, and Quairading have 

steadily declining populations (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c, 2016d) 

(Figure 4.5). 
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Figure 4.5 Population trends for selected central Wheatbelt towns 

Population trends during the period 2004 to 2017. 2009 to 2011 were missing from the data source. Trend lines 

have been included to demonstrate the slight downward population numbers for the towns of Tammin, 

Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock in the Wheatbelt of WA. 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
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4.5 Conclusion 

This chapter introduced the potential for Australia to become a partner in the Global 

Geopark movement by summarising some of the many natural geological features across 

Australia which would contribute to a Geopark program.  

This chapter also outlined the potential for the Wheatbelt of WA to establish a Geopark. 

The basis for selection of the four Local Government Authorities was outlined and the context 

of the thesis case study area was reviewed in terms of governance, population, and assets in 

terms of geological significance, landscape, environment, biodiversity, and community. There 

exists enough potential for the Wheatbelt of WA to consider establishing a Geopark. 

The following chapter (Chapter 5) focuses on the methods of data collection. The 

methods include the use of forums, questionnaires, an online survey, and stakeholder 

interviews. Accordingly, Chapter 5 provides an outline of each method employed in this 

research. 
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Primary Data Collection Methods 

Introduction 

The literature review reported in Chapter 3 considered stakeholder perceptions and 

revealed that where stakeholders are actively engaged in events and projects that impact on 

them, they are more likely to be supportive of that event or project. On the other hand, the 

research also found that where there was little interaction with stakeholders, they were 

indifferent or not supportive of the proposed events. Available research on this topic and 

relevant literature has focussed on the perceptions of stakeholders after the implementation of 

a particular Geopark project (Abas & Hanafiah, 2014; Cercas & Fernández, 2016). 

Furthermore, there have been mixed responses to the establishment of Geoparks. Communities 

benefitting from them by engaging in tourism tend to be supportive, while other community 

members reflect concerns regarding possible impacts on their livelihoods. In addition, land 

managers may not be supportive due to perceptions about inherent bureaucratic complexity. 

The primary research question for the current study involves stakeholder perceptions 

prior to the establishment of a Geopark. A mixed-method approach was used to determine 

stakeholder perceptions before creating a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia 

(WA). This approach also allowed the research to address questions about what the perceived 

stakeholder contributions might be towards an aspiring Geopark, to identify stakeholders for 

interview, and nominate potential geosites for an aspiring Geopark in the Wheatbelt. An initial 

case study approach was adopted which focussed on four rural Local Government Authorities 

(LGAs) located in the central area of the Wheatbelt (See Chapter 4). To provide additional 

perspectives across the Wheatbelt, the district of Porongurup—to the south of the study area— 

and Gunduwa Conservation Region—to the north of the study area—were also selected for 

additional forums and the administration of questionnaires. A report was produced detailing 

potential geosites and geotourism in the Gunduwa region (Briggs & Newsome, 2017). 

Given the relatively small populations of each LGA, accessing data to determine 

stakeholder perceptions required a combination of data gathering via mixed methods. The use 

of a mixed-methods approach was discussed with the Chief Executive Officers of the LGAs of 

Tammin, Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock. This was carried out in order to assist in 

determining timing and logistics for project implementation, particularly for the forums. 
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The field application approach taken to engage with stakeholders included working with 

the LGAs of the study area to determine their level of support and timing for consultation with 

community stakeholders. With the support of LGAs, consultation and participation were 

initiated with stakeholders through forums and questionnaires. An online survey was also 

implemented using LGA online communication networks which were also used to distribute 

emails relating to weather and fire alerts, local information, and notifications for LGA matters. 

The LGAs in the case study area distributed the online survey link to all email stakeholders on 

their lists. Stakeholders (n = 26) selected for interview were determined according to a 

structured approach outlined in Appendix F. This was supported by community participation 

through the forums, where local nominees to be interviewed were sought. Stakeholder 

interviews were arranged and conducted according to the interviewee’s preferred place of 

interview and these places ranged from coffee shops to board rooms. 

5.1 Engaging with LGAs and Development of the Field Research Method 

In 2008, the concept to establish a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA was raised with the 

four LGAs that formed the case study area. By 2014, three of the original four Chief Executive 

Officers (CEOs) had transferred from their LGA positions and the original 2008 LGA Granite 

Way Tourism Drive Committee. The Granite Way tourism drive through the LGAs was in 

2008 being promoted by the four LGAs as a means of attracting tourists to their region. It was 

the original committee of four CEOs which had agreed to consider the concept of a Geopark. 

One CEO had prepared a summary of known geo-assets within the study area (Appendix G). 

The remaining committee member, the Quairading CEO, was approached in 2014 to determine 

whether the project remained an option, whether it was feasible, and whether the project would 

be supported by the LGAs to undertake research into stakeholder perceptions about creating a 

Geopark. The Quairading CEO and Economic Development Officer agreed that support would 

be provided from the Quairading LGA and that an introduction would be provided to the new 

CEOs of the LGAs in the study area. A nominal timetable for the field work was established 

that would facilitate the research project subject to the support of the CEOs from Tammin, 

Kellerberrin, and Bruce Rock (Appendix H). 

At a subsequent discussion with the Quairading CEO, the most seasonally appropriate 

times to hold the forums were determined. Seasonality is important in the Wheatbelt region 

due to resident commitments to grain and livestock schedules such as sowing and harvesting 

seed crops and shearing sheep as well as the timing of school and holiday periods as many rural 
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people leave to holiday at the coast during the very hot summer months. The ideal times in 

terms of months of the year were identified as August and March.  

Over the following 3 months, the CEO of each LGA was visited to gauge their 

understanding and support for the research program. The outcome was that the research was 

fully supported by all CEOs. This support included having each LGA Community 

Development Officer (CDO) engaged in a steering committee with regular meetings to ensure 

feedback to the CEO and Council for each LGA. Each LGA offered to support the research 

project through the use of their community facilities. Quarterly meetings with the LGA 

representatives were arranged which took place on a rotating basis between LGAs which 

enabled CDOs to meet, have discussions about the project and its progress, and to share their 

own community developments with the other CDOs.  

Forums were then scheduled according to LGA availability for a morning or afternoon 

forum in the respective LGA town halls.  

5.2 Engaging with the Community and Stakeholders 

The study area for the field research has low population levels (Table 4.1). Access to the 

small communities in the case study area can be affected by parameters ranging from weather 

(high temperatures) to agricultural requirements (shearing, seeding, and harvesting) and 

holiday seasons. Based on discussions with LGAs, the most effective means of conducting the 

data gathering was through community forums, questionnaires, an online survey, and targeted 

semi-structured stakeholder interviews. Each method adopted the same focus areas to ensure 

that a cross-comparison of methods and data could be achieved. The focus areas were designed 

to identify stakeholder perceptions which would then be applied to answer the research 

questions. The focus subject areas of interest in this thesis are listed below: 

1. Stakeholder perceptions of tourism and tourists; 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of rural decline; 

3. Stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks; 

4. Stakeholder perceptions in creating Geoparks; 

5. Stakeholder contributions to a Geopark; 

6. Adding areas of interest and value to create a Geopark; 

7. Funding the creation and maintenance of a Geopark; and  

8. Demographic information. 
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Focus areas 6 and 7 were included in the forums to provide additional information for 

the aspiring Westralia Granite Way Geopark and its future development. The information 

obtained was also useful in reporting to the Western Australian Wheatbelt Development 

Commission which provided a funding grant to assist with field work within the case study 

area. 

5.3 Community Forums 

The decision to hold community forums was based on a literature review (Chapter 3) 

showing this method to be suitable to address the research question about stakeholder 

perceptions. The forums provide a means of identifying additional and relevant stakeholders in 

a snowball sampling method (Budruk et al., 2009; Cohen & Arieli, 2011). Forums also provide 

an excellent means of gathering community knowledge in relation to a range of activities, 

events, and concepts concerned with community development. Bringing community members 

together can encourage broad thinking on issues affecting the community, and can also 

encourage attendance by participants who want to know more about what the new concept is 

and who it is for (Azman et al., 2011). 

Organizing nominal group participation requires the selection of participants with known 

qualities that can contribute meaningfully to the discussion (Clark & Stein, 2004). Nominal 

group participation also requires determining participant stakeholders based on their 

knowledge, willingness to talk, and representativeness of the topic (Imran et al., 2014). 

Conversely, open community forums are relatively randomized processes with only those 

community members attending who have been previously alerted to the calling of a forum, and 

who have an interest in the topic being addressed. Participants in community forums may be 

attracted through their interest in the proposed topic or through concerns about the impacts any 

development might have on their lifestyle, in this case, the establishment of a Geopark.  

As a relatively new concept, Geoparks could trigger both positive and negative responses 

to any proposal to develop a Geopark in any region, and this is guided by residents’ perceptions 

of benefits and risks (Amin, Azad, Gausmian, & Zulkifli, 2014). Assumed perceived benefits 

and risks related to social exchange theory have been observed by others (Andereck et al., 

2005; Harrill, 2004; Keogh, 1990; Meimand et al., 2017; Teye, Sirakaya, & Sönmez, 2002) as 

important variables with which to measure public attitudes. Azman et al. (2011) observed that 

acquired knowledge by stakeholders brought about a strong influence on subsequent attitudes 
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and behaviour, and this might drive members of the community to participate in community 

consultation. Community involvement was also identified as a means of overcoming potential 

conflict between stakeholders (Byrd, Cárdenas, & Greenwood, 2008), and this is significant 

when new developments, such as Geoparks, are being proposed.  

The method adopted to determine stakeholder perceptions for the Wheatbelt study area 

was a mixed-method multi-staged process which involved extending the opportunity of 

participation to all residents within the four LGAs. Two rounds of forums were nominated to 

be held in each LGA: the first in August 2015 and the second in March 2016. The forum 

meeting dates and venues were advertised at the LGAs’ local community halls, shopping 

centres, and on the LGA websites and bulletins circulated by email to all the residents registered 

to receive them (Appendix I and Appendix J). As not all residents had used digital 

communication within the LGAs, stakeholders were also invited by means of notification in a 

printed newsletter and poster to attend the forum in each LGA. Forums were designed to 

include either a morning/afternoon tea depending on the schedule agreed with the LGAs. Each 

forum was facilitated by an experienced volunteer community engagement consultant. The 

consultant was also aided by a volunteer attending each forum to assist with facilitation 

arrangements. Notes were recorded of the outcomes from discussions, where participants’ 

contributions were encouraged to share ideas and concepts. This sharing was anticipated to 

provide a valuable source of information about local tourism assets and nominations for 

stakeholder interviews. The recorded details were later transcribed to be incorporated as part 

of the research material as qualitative data for analysis. 

Each forum commenced with a brief welcome (including an acknowledgement of 

Aboriginal peoples as accepted practice in Australia to recognise traditional custodians of the 

land) followed by an introduction to the overall research proposal. The themes (Appendix K) 

of the questionnaire were outlined before each participant was requested to complete a 

questionnaire. A questionnaire and pencil/pen were provided to each eligible adult (18 years+) 

stakeholder. The researcher and volunteer assistants were available to help with the 

interpretation of questions if needed. The questionnaires were completed, collected, and then 

deposited and stored in a sealed container held and accessible only by the researcher.  

After the questionnaires were gathered, the researcher provided further details of the 

purpose of the research including feedback opportunities and about the second forum (subject 

to agricultural activities) planned to be held in March 2016. A presentation on Geoparks and 
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their potential for tourism was then given by the researcher. This delayed introduction to 

Geoparks ensured that participants would provide only their current perceptions about 

Geoparks when completing the questionnaire. At the outset, this was an important aspect of the 

research, as stakeholder perceptions about prior knowledge of Geoparks was one of the main 

purposes of the study. 

During community forums, participants were encouraged to contribute towards 

discussion points using an open forum approach. In discussing new projects within 

communities, individuals may hold opposing values and views. This can be managed by having 

forum participation with all attendees contributing ideas through facilitated and open 

discussions of nominated themes. 

The snowball sampling method has been demonstrated to encourage conflict resolution 

in communities and bring forward positive outcomes by encouraging community nominations 

of stakeholders (Cohen & Arieli, 2011). Snowball sampling has enjoyed a wide application to 

bring out individuals in hard-to-reach communities (TenHouten, 2017). In the snowball activity 

for the case study, forum participants were asked to nominate key stakeholders they believed 

would be involved in establishing or contributing to a Geopark including LGAs, State 

governments, non-government organisations, and private business as well as local community 

stakeholders who had local knowledge of the geological attributes of the case study area and 

of tourism activities in general. Local community stakeholders identified through the snowball 

sampling method at the first forum were subsequently listed for semi-structured interviews to 

gather information on their perceptions about Geoparks. The nominations were vetted by the 

steering committee of community development officers prior to selection for interview. Those 

nominations endorsed by the steering committee were checked against the nominal interview 

structure (Appendix F) to ensure a broad range of interests would be achieved. 

The follow-up forum in each LGA was to provide an opportunity for community 

members to engage further with the researcher and to be informed about the progress being 

made with the research, as well as identifying any additional geotourism-related opportunities 

that may have evolved. The second forum aimed to identify any change in perceptions brought 

about by individual stakeholder initiatives to learn more about Geoparks, either through 

distribution of Geopark-related information, or individual research into Geoparks by 

stakeholders. The second round of forums adopted the same protocols as the first round. 
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5.3.1 Limitations of forums 

Forums attract people who are interested in the topic for discussion as was found by 

Beaumont and Dredge (2010) when researching LGA tourism governance. This implies that 

only those community members interested in tourism and Geoparks would be likely to attend 

the forums. The significance of this will be discussed in Chapter 6. The relatively small 

populations of each LGA was also a limitation on the potential number of stakeholders 

attending the forums. To protect the identities of online stakeholders, communications were 

facilitated through the LGAs as a third party. This was a constraint on communicating the 

details of the forums to LGA residential community members. 

5.4 Questionnaire 

There are protocols in place for questionnaires addressing the nature of constructs, their 

dependence and independence, as well as relationships between constructs (McQuitty & Wolf, 

2013). For the purposes of the current research, several themes were selected to ensure a broad 

range of perceptions were observed. Also, as funding support for the field research had been 

obtained from the Wheatbelt Development Commission, additional parameters (Themes 6 and 

7, Section 5.2) were to be addressed which included nominating geosites within the study area. 

For details of the themes designed for questionnaire see Appendix K. 

The structure of the questionnaire included an introductory page which outlined the 

reason for the research, briefly described the concept of a Geopark, and advised the participants 

of the consent required for undertaking the questionnaire. The themes included focus areas 

previously introduced (Section 5.2). 

Likert scales are regularly used to determine assessment of people’s opinions on different 

issues (Bishop & Herron, 2015). The questionnaire used Likert scales (described below) and 

short statements designed to elicit stakeholder responses under each of the themes to determine 

their perceptions about tourism and tourists, current rural social trends, and perceptions about 

Geoparks. A series of questions also asked about the local values that might contribute to a 

Geopark including individual involvement, culture, heritage, environmental factors, and 

funding. The final section included questions about the demographics of the participants. A 

copy of the questionnaire is attached (Appendix L). 
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5.4.1 Pretesting the Questionnaire 

Pretesting was carried out among colleagues (n = 4), family (n = 4) and former students 

(n = 2) familiar with questionnaires. Several minor wording changes were made to clarify 

statements to ensure they were closed statements. A “don’t know” column was added to 

provide participants with an option for recording having no perception about Geoparks and 

their impacts. 

5.4.2 Questionnaire Design 

The questionnaire was designed to provide both qualitative and quantitative information 

on stakeholder perceptions. Using this design, and with a focus on a Likert scale structure, 

stakeholders selected a number on a scale to provide quantitative answers to indicate whether 

they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements. The scale of 1 to 5 was represented as 1 

(strongly agree) and 5 (strongly disagree). The sixth column was headed “don’t know”. This 

design was in accordance with literature which supported the presentation of positive/negative 

alignment for the responses to questions (Harpe, 2015; Heiberger & Robbins, 2014; Likert, 

1932). Stakeholders were also encouraged to provide short qualitative responses in some 

sections to record their perceptions about community capacity to engage with a Geopark, to 

nominate geosites they would be prepared to share with visitors, and provide their demographic 

information. These approaches enabled quantitative and qualitative analysis of data to 

determine stakeholder perceptions about the impacts of establishing a Geopark in the region. 

The questionnaire was comprised of an introductory segment and eight sections, each 

with targeted statements relating to the nominated theme. The following are details of the 

questionnaire introduction and themes. 

5.4.2.1 Questionnaire Introduction 

The cover sheet set out the course of action for the research and the requirements for the 

stakeholders. A brief introduction to the term Geoparks was provided as a brief factual 

summary of a Geopark definition and outlined where the case study research was being applied. 

Minimal information was provided about Geoparks. In accordance with Murdoch University 

ethics requirements, a participant consent statement was provided to ensure that participants 

were informed of their rights with regards to the study, and publications that might be 

forthcoming. Stakeholders were also advised that they were not compelled to answer all 
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questions, particularly about personal incomes. A contact tear-off strip was incorporated at the 

bottom of the front cover. 

5.4.2.2 Stakeholder Perceptions of Tourism and Tourists 

This section set out to determine individual stakeholder perceptions about tourism and 

tourists. The 17 statements included whether the stakeholder perceived that tourism was good 

for Australia and whether tourism was more than a holiday. The relationship between tourism 

and job creation was also explored, as was the contribution of tourists to the Australian and 

local economy. Stakeholder perceptions of tourism and tourists’ impact on the environment as 

well as the experience of Australian and Aboriginal culture were also examined. Importantly, 

in relation to Geoparks, stakeholders were asked if they perceived that tourists were interested 

in learning about the Australian environment, culture, and heritage. Stakeholders were also 

asked to provide their perceptions about whether tourism and tourists might have a role through 

job creation in rural areas. 

5.4.2.3 Stakeholder Perceptions of Rural Decline 

There have been reports written about rural decline and the strategies being adopted to 

address this decline (Department of Regional Development, 2015; Western Australian 

Planning Commission, 2015; Wheatbelt Development Commission, 2015). This section 

included nine statements relating to rural decline, and sought stakeholder perceptions about 

what rural decline was, was it real, and (if so) what was being done about it. This was achieved 

through stakeholders responding to statements about why local people are leaving rural towns; 

the possibility of obtaining rural employment; the difficulty in attracting people back to rural 

towns; and the reasons why, in their perception, rural decline was taking place. Also included 

in this section were qualitative questions seeking their recommendations to address rural 

decline and whether tourism had a role to play in this. 

5.4.2.4 Stakeholder Perceptions about Geoparks 

Section 3 included 20 statements focussed on the role of Geoparks which aimed to elicit 

stakeholder perceptions about what they were; how they functioned; what they did for the 

community-at-large from education in earth sciences to job creation; enhancement of culture; 

and to the protection of the environment.  
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5.4.2.5 Stakeholder Perceptions in Creating a local Geopark 

Establishing a Geopark can take up to 4 years and must be a community-driven project 

(UNESCO, 2016b). It is therefore important to ensure that there is community support before 

considering the establishment of a Geopark. This section was comprised of 18 statements 

relating to creating a Geopark including perceived level of support, willingness to share their 

(the stakeholders’) town with tourists, and whether there were existing tourism attractions and 

business support. Also included were statements seeking stakeholder perceptions about 

community consultation and participation. Having government support is also a key component 

in establishing a Geopark. Statements included seeking stakeholder perceptions about the level 

of support that might exist from State and Federal government agencies, including those 

involved with the environment and planning. 

5.4.2.6 Stakeholder Contribution to a Geopark 

This section asked stakeholders to identify what they were prepared to contribute in 

establishing, and operating, a Geopark. It also sought information on whether stakeholders 

were business operators and, if so, whether those businesses were involved in the tourism 

industry, and what future role they envisaged for their businesses in tourism and a Geopark. 

This section also sought information on, if they engaged in a Geopark, what would be their 

commitment and level of engagement in promotion of the Geopark. 

5.4.2.7 Adding Areas of Interest and Values to Create a local Geopark 

In addition to the research-oriented questions, information was also requested about areas 

of interest that the stakeholders were aware of in their area and what they would be prepared 

to share with tourists. The themes in this section considered geology, Aboriginal and 

European/early settler cultural values, as well as flora and fauna. 

5.4.2.8 Funding the Creation and Maintenance of a Geopark 

Geoparks require funding. This section asked stakeholders to consider a range of means 

to raise funds for the establishment and operation of a Geopark. Grants, government funding, 

royalties for using logos or operating in the Geopark, as well as souvenirs and crowd funding 

were offered as examples for stakeholders to rate their agreement or disagreement. There was 

scope for stakeholders to indicate other means of fundraising. 
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5.4.2.9 Demographic Information (Finally, something about you) 

Demographic information provides an insight into the stakeholders participating in the 

research. Standard items asked were age, sex, year of birth, country of birth, postcode, and time 

of residence in the area. Stakeholders were asked whether they were of Aboriginal origin, their 

levels of education, associations, and organisations they belonged to, and their current 

occupation. Stakeholders were also asked to nominate their approximate annual family 

earnings. A final question asked whether they had been to a Geopark and, if so, which one(s). 

The questionnaire ended with an expression of thanks to participants for completing the 

survey and provided information on where and when the outcomes of the field research might 

be found when it was published. 

5.4.3 Questionnaire Distribution 

A key feature at the forums was the completion of the questionnaire at the start of the 

forums, prior to any discussion about Geoparks. The logic for this approach was to obtain the 

participants’ level of awareness and perceptions about tourism and tourists and their impacts 

on rural communities, their awareness of the perception of rural decline, their perceptions about 

Geoparks, and then to obtain information about community support for establishing a Geopark 

in the Wheatbelt. After completing and submitting the questionnaire, forum participants were 

then presented with information about the background, role, and contribution of Geoparks 

where they were already established and functioning in countries participating in the UNESCO 

Global Geoparks program.  

The follow-up forum in March 2016 employed the same format, including having 

participants complete a questionnaire. The 6-month separation between forums was to 

determine if during this time there was a change in awareness of stakeholders about Geoparks 

created through community interest stimulated by the first round of forums. It was postulated 

that having been exposed to the Geopark concept, stakeholders would engage with informal 

learning opportunities, such as the internet, as found by Buhay and Best (2015). 

To be clear, as part of the current research was to determine perceptions about Geoparks, 

forum participants were deliberately not provided with any information on the constructs and 

values of Geoparks prior to completing the questionnaire. It was hypothesised that on the first 

round of forums, participants would show a limited awareness or knowledge of Geoparks. 

Also. if all participants from the first round participated in the second round of forums, there 
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should be an increase in the level of knowledge and perceptions about Geoparks based on 

participants’ raised levels of awareness. This increased awareness was to be assessed following 

the completion of the same questionnaire. However, only two community members who 

attended the first round of forums attended a second forum. All the feedback received was 

subsequently regarded as first-time forum attendees. 

5.4.4 Additional Distribution of questionnaire 

During this phase of the research, the opportunity was taken to have additional 

questionnaires completed at other locations within the Wheatbelt region of WA. Using the 

same questionnaire format as in the initial study area, additional questionnaires were completed 

at Porongurup which is located north of Albany near the south coast of WA and in the Gunduwa 

Conservation Region which is located towards the north east region of the Wheatbelt in the 

towns of Morawa, Perenjori, and Bencubbin (Figure 5.1). 

The researcher had been invited to Porongurup to present at an eco-tourism seminar. 

During the lunch break, delegates were asked to complete a questionnaire relating to the current 

study. As a result, 19 additional questionnaires were completed. 

Furthermore, during the research period, the researcher was successful in attracting a 

grant to work in the Gunduwa Conservation region located north east of Perth. During this 

consultancy, communities in the towns of Morawa, Perenjori, and Bencubbin were invited to 

participate in forums adopting the same process as for the case study area. A further 18 

questionnaires were completed for the current research. These have been included in the overall 

case study to complement and broaden the profile and view of the overall Wheatbelt of WA. 

As a result of these additional questionnaires being completed, a total of 75 

questionnaires were fully completed across the Wheatbelt of WA. 
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Figure 5.1 Shows locations of towns (yellow pins) in which forums were held to obtain community 

contributions and questionnaires 

Source: Google Earth. 

5.5 Online Survey 

Online surveys have advanced with improved technology; access to the internet; and they 

offer flexibility, timeliness, and speed for completion (J. R. Evans & Mathur, 2005). The use 

of online surveys has been overused to the extent that there are web sites where individuals can 

register and complete surveys for remuneration. For other online users, the availability, and 

requests for completion of online surveys can be annoying (J. R. Evans & Mathur, 2005; Steber, 

2016). Where internet access is available with reasonable download speeds, online surveys can 

be effective. Where line speeds and capacity are low, this can pose a challenge for completion 

of online research questionnaires. According to (Skarupova, 2015), the development of easy-

to-do, low cost online surveys also has poor outcomes such as low response rates, over 
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surveying of the internet population, and sample bias. These findings had also been reported 

previously by J. R. Evans and Mathur (2005).  

Combined with the above challenges, and with low rural population levels in the case 

study area, obtaining stakeholder participation was difficult from the outset. As noted above, 

responses to online surveys can be low (Fan & Yan, 2010). In relation to low response rates, a 

study by Sinclair, O’Toole, Malawaraarachchi, and Leder (2012) found when testing sampling 

methods for epidermal research in Melbourne (Victoria, Australia) that surveys had a 4.7% 

response rate for personalised surveys and 2.2% for generic online surveys. Notwithstanding 

these findings, the researcher considered online surveys were a desirable and appropriate 

method for obtaining additional stakeholder feedback from rural areas, given the relative 

isolation of stakeholders across the study area. 

The questionnaire was converted to an online survey using SurveyMonkey. 

SurveyMonkey was founded in 1999 and provides an online cloud-based commercial system. 

Symonds (2011) found that SurveyMonkey was low cost, easily established, and did not require 

in-house computer programs for its use. SurveyMonkey enables participants to save and return 

to complete the survey which is important in addressing download line speed, capacity, and 

time constraints. The online system using SurveyMonkey analysis also facilitates reporting of 

survey results. 

The researcher subscribed to SurveyMonkey for use of the online system and converted 

the qualitative and quantitative questions to an online format for recording responses to the 

questionnaire survey. The link to the online survey was forwarded to email addresses recorded 

by the LGAs within the study area (Appendix J). This was in line with the researcher’s ethical 

undertakings that the LGAs provide a distribution service through their email databases, and 

this confidential information of stakeholder email addresses was not available to the researcher. 

Online survey responses were directed to the researcher’s SurveyMonkey account 

anonymously for later analysis. This way none of the online survey results would be available 

to the LGAs, thus maintaining confidentiality. 

Only two incomplete online surveys were initiated, rendering this method unusable. This 

reflected the finding above that online surveys have been overused, they require time and good 

internet access, both of which are not readily available in the isolation of the case study area. 

The application of this particular method was not successful and did not generate any results. 
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5.6 Stakeholder Interviews 

Interviews provide face-to-face opportunities to obtain detailed information from 

stakeholders (Young et al., 2018). Semi-structured interviews were selected for this research 

project as a means of obtaining stakeholder perceptions about the establishment of a Geopark in 

the Wheatbelt of WA. Semi-structured interviews allow guidance to stakeholders with the 

direction of interviews (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The interview process followed research 

themes previously outlined (Section 5.2) with interviewees encouraged to contribute from their 

knowledge or experience about their perceptions about Geoparks. This was to enable comparisons 

between data gathered from questionnaires, online surveys, and forums used for this research.  

The themes were asked as open-ended questions with the stakeholder encouraged to 

respond with their perceptions about tourism, rural decline, Geoparks, and their own 

demographic details. The underlying theme statements from the questionnaire were used as 

prompts for stakeholders if they found it difficult to provide responses. Using the same 

statements enabled consistency with the interviews to be maintained, and comparisons to be 

made with questionnaire results. 

Stakeholders to be interviewed were identified through a structured approach. This 

involved reviewing current tourism activities, LGA structures, as well as local and regional 

businesses in the targeted area. Discussions with LGA CEOs provided an insight into local and 

regional tourism operators and assisted in identifying potential influencers in relation to 

Geoparks. Nominal stakeholders for interview are listed in Appendix F. Further interviewees 

were nominated during forums through the snowballing method. These nominations were 

discussed with the steering committee to ensure the appropriateness of those business, 

community, and cultural nominees in relation to tourism and the aspiring Geopark proposal. 

Not all interview categories or nominated stakeholders were interviewed due to challenges with 

availability of interviewees associated with work, agricultural operations, holidays, and interest 

in the research topic. 

Stakeholders selected for interview were contacted by the researcher using email and 

telephone to schedule interviews. When interviews were agreed to, a copy of the research 

proposal, research questions (Appendix M) and interview consent form, as required by ethics 

approval, were forwarded by email in advance of the interview. The interviewee was asked to 

nominate a place for the interview. A range of places were nominated with the researcher’s 
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preference for one-on-one interviews to be held in an office or private setting, as each interview 

was recorded on a digital recorder.  

On meeting the stakeholder to be interviewed, the researcher outlined the interview 

process and asked the stakeholder if they approved the interview to be recorded. The interview 

consent form was then explained and signed by both parties. The process of asking the open-

ended questions, and providing options for following the prompts, was outlined before 

commencing the interview. The researcher took supporting notes during the interview as a 

back-up should any technological problem be experienced either at the interview or 

subsequently when transcription of the recording was being undertaken. After the interview, 

the stakeholder was given the opportunity to make further comments about their perceptions 

about Geoparks. The process for completing the analysis of the recorded interview was outlined 

to the stakeholder. This included having a draft copy of the transcribed interview recording 

forwarded to the stakeholder for edit and review before the transcription was to be used for 

analysis. Overall, 26 interviews were conducted. 

One of the first interviews was held in a café using a recorder (Sony IC Recorder) which 

captured background sounds to the detriment of the recording of the interview. This issue was 

overcome by contracting a professional transcription consultant who was able to use interview 

enhancing programs to provide a clearer recording of the interview. An improved recorder 

(Olympus Digital Voice recorder VN 733PC) was purchased by the researcher for subsequent 

interviews. Following the challenges in transcribing the recorded interviews, the researcher 

obtained approval from his supervisors to use grant funds to contract a professional 

transcription consultant to complete the recorded interviews. An online transcription consultant 

was located through Freelancer.com. Consultants and contractors engaged through this site are 

bound by confidentially agreements to respect the sources of data. Recorded digital (.mp4) files 

were lodged in a private secure online Dropbox account shared only with the transcription 

consultant. Files were loaded into Dropbox and was accessed by the transcription consultant, 

transcribed, and returned as a Word document to the secure account. The transcription files 

were then downloaded by the researcher and deleted from the Dropbox account before being 

forwarded to the interviewee for review. 

When analysing the edited versions of stakeholder interviews using NVivo11 (Welsh, 

2002; Young et al., 2018), each stakeholder was attributed a unique code to protect their 

confidentiality and privacy as prescribed under Murdoch University’s code of ethics and the 
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letter of invitation each stakeholder received. Table 5.1 shows the codes used for each 

stakeholder that was interviewed. Of the 51 nominees for interview, only 26 were interviewed. 

This decision was made based on the information being received and the difficulty in 

determining, then arranging, stakeholder interviews for the case study. 

Table 5.1 Codes for Interviewees 

Origin Field No. of Stakeholders Codes 

Government International 2 SGI1, SGI2 

 State of Australian 

Government 

5 SGS1, SGS2, SGS3, 

SGS4, SGS5 

 Local Government 

Authority 

6 SGL1, SGL2, SGL3, 

SGL4, SGL5, SGL6 

Non-Government 

Organisation 

Land use 6 SNG1, SNG2, SNG3, 

SNG4, SNG5, SNG6 

Business Tourism 1 SB1 

Aboriginal person Culture 2 SA1, SA2 

Private individual Tourism 4 SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4 

Note: Code references are deliberately brief to maintain confidentiality of interviewees. 

NVivo11 is a computer-aided qualitative data analysis software tool that assists 

researchers with a means to analyse qualitative data from interviews, written, and recorded 

information. It provides a reliable means of analysis in an accurate and timely manner (Welsh, 

2002). This version of NVivo11 was used under Murdoch University’s license. 

5.7 Conclusions 

This chapter has focussed on the methods used to determine stakeholder perceptions 

about creating a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA. A mixed-method approach of forums, 

questionnaires, online surveys, and semi-structured interviews was used to increase the 

opportunity of accessing the small population base within the case study area. Further 

Wheatbelt towns, north and south of the study area, were incorporated into the research to 

provide additional forums and completed questionnaires to gauge stakeholder perceptions 

across a broader representation of the Wheatbelt region. Each method was linked by common 

themes to facilitate cross analysis. 

Chapter 6 provides an outline of the results obtained from the forums, questionnaires, 

online survey, and semi-structured stakeholder interviews. Chapter 7 then goes on to provide a 

discussion of each method used and provides findings in accord with the research themes 

identified in Chapter 1 (Section 1.2).  
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Qualitative and Quantitative Results 

Introduction 

The mixed-method research procedure adopted (forums, questionnaires, online surveys, 

and stakeholder interviews) provided outputs which were assessed as quantitative and 

qualitative sources of relevant data. This approach enabled the determination of stakeholder 

perceptions about Geoparks that stakeholders considered important in establishing a Geopark 

in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia (WA). Supporting references have been included within 

the results where they clarify the result being described. 

The number of questionnaires (n = 75) received reflects the limited populations in the 

Wheatbelt region Table 4.1. Public meetings at which questionnaires were distributed were 

attended by stakeholders with an interest in tourism. Each round of forums was attended by 

new participants, except for two stakeholders. For the purposes of this research, the 

questionnaires from these stakeholders were subsequently reclassified as originals. The 

targeted number of interviews was 51 (Appendix F). The completed number of interviews (n 

= 26) was influenced by the availability of stakeholders from the small rural communities and 

the few participants engaged in tourism who might interact with Geoparks.  

This chapter presents the results of the current research. It commences with an outline of 

stakeholder demographic information and forums results. It then presents findings under the 

themes used in the questionnaires and interviews. 

6.1 Demographic Information 

The role of demographics is to provide an understanding about the stakeholders to enable 

interpretation of the results from stakeholder interviews (Hammer, 2011). This section shows 

the demographics of stakeholders. Participation was restricted to adults; that is, 18 years of age 

and older. Some participants elected not to provide various responses for some criteria, such 

as age and gender, while 34 chose not to respond to annual family income. All quantitative 

results for the demographics for questionnaires are shown in 0 with incomplete responses are 

recorded as “Missing” in the frequency tables. Table 6.1 summarises the demographic data. 
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Table 6.1 Demographic variables combined for forum participants and interviewees.  

Some of the 101 stakeholders chose not to complete elements of this section of the questionnaire or interview. 

Parameter Variable Forums Interviews Frequency 

(%) 

Total  

(n) 

Frequency 

(%) 

Male 

 

21 18 39 

 

40 

Female 

 

51 8 59 98 60 

Age (Years) 18 - 24 3 0 3 

 

3 
 

25 - 34 8 0 8 

 

8 
 

35 - 44 7 0 7 

 

7 
 

45 - 54 16 10 26 

 

27 
 

55 - 64 17 9 26 

 

27 
 

65 - 74 12 4 16 

 

17 
 

75 - 84 8 1 9 

 

9 
 

85 - 94 1 0 1 96 1 

Education Junior HS 8 1 9 

 

9 
 

Senior HS 13 0 13 

 

14 
 

Technical 

College 

21 6 27 

 

28 

 

University 17 7 24 

 

25 
 

Post-

Graduate 

10 12 22 95 23 

Occupation Business 

owner 

17 1 18 

 

23 

 
Employed 

by other 

23 17 40 

 

52 

 

Retired 8 3 11 

 

14 
 

Consultant 3 5 8 77 10 

Income < 15,999 7 

 

7 

 

7 
 

15,600 - 

31,199 

7 

 

7 

 

7 

 
31,200 - 

51,999 

8 

 

8 

 

8 

 
52,000 - 

77,999 

10 1 11 

 

11 

 
78,000 - 

103,999 

10 4 14 

 

14 

 

> 104,000 3 17 20 

 

20 
 

Prefer not 

to answer 

30 4 34 101 34 

Aboriginal 

descent 

Yes 2 2 4 4 4 

Visited a 

Geopark 

Yes 0 3 3 

 

3 

 

No 75 23 98 101 97 
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6.1.1 Gender and Age 

Stakeholder participants were 60% female and 40% male with the age of participants 

ranging from 18 to 85 years (Table 6.1). Participants under 55 years of age comprised 45% of 

attendees. 54% of participants were between 45 and 64 years of age. Age groupings were based 

on Federal Australian Bureau of Statistics categories. 

The male participants’ occupations reflected a bias towards men in senior administration 

and management positions selected for interview. This resulted from a higher level of male 

representation in management positions, nominations for interviews in the research area, and 

nominations by forum participants in the study area. 

6.1.2 Highest educational/technical qualification 

Most stakeholders held tertiary educational certification or higher (76%), which indicates 

a relatively high level of education or skill set for participants. There were strong technical and 

trade skills (28%) among participants. There was also a high level of university graduate (28%) 

and postgraduate (23%) participants (Table 6.1). Interviewed stakeholders had achieved a 

range of tertiary qualifications. There were no recorded leavers at junior or senior high school 

level, with all stakeholders transitioning from this level to trade or technical colleges or 

university. 

6.1.3 Current occupation 

There were a range of occupations nominated by participants. To provide a clear view of 

occupations, four categories were derived: business owners, employed, retired, and consultants 

(Table 6.1). Businesses were mostly farm based. There were eight consultants in the tourism 

field. Of the participants, 52% were employed across a range of occupations primarily by Local 

Government Authorities (LGAs) and State government natural resource management bodies, 

23% managed their own businesses, 10% were consultants, while 14% of participants were 

retired. 

6.1.4 Annual family income 

Requesting information on annual family income resulted in 34% of participants 

preferring not to disclose their income levels (Table 6.1). This might be due to the private 

nature of rural people. The forum participants who did indicate their annual family income 
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showed a reflection of rural communities with a mix of business owners, employed persons, 

others (either not working or engaged in community work), and retirees. 

The higher levels of education among interviewees matched the higher annual incomes 

in most cases. Only one interviewee had left at junior high school education level; however, 

this had not impacted on annual salary levels. Stakeholders were mostly in the high-income 

brackets, reflecting their positions in administration and management. The ranges of 

employment of stakeholders reflects the annual incomes, although some retirees interviewed 

were also in the high annual income bracket. 

The reporting categories were based on the Australian Bureau of Statistics Salary 

categories (Table 6.1). 

6.1.5 Aboriginal descent 

While five Aboriginal people attended the second forum in Quairading, only two 

submitted questionnaires (Table 6.1). Each attendee did, however, contribute to the forum 

discussions in a comprehensive way. Follow-up interviews were conducted with two 

Aboriginal participants. The outcomes from these interviews were positive and supportive for 

establishing a Geopark. The low number of Aboriginal member participation was 

disappointing, and further engagement is proposed if the Geopark concept is developed. 

6.1.6 Visited a Geopark 

When participants were asked whether they had visited a Geopark, some indicated that 

they had. However, when reviewing the responses, 65 participants indicated that they had not 

visited a Geopark, one indicated they had, one did not know, and a further eight did not respond 

as they did not fully understand what a Geopark was (Table 6.1). The one respondent to the 

questionnaire who indicated having visited a Geopark referred to the United States of America. 

However, given there are no Geoparks established in America, the participant amended the 

questionnaire to reflect this. Subsequently, it was identified that not one participant at the 

forums had ever visited a Geopark. Interviewed participants included three stakeholders (3%) 

who had visited one or more Geoparks. 

6.1.7 Country of birth and duration in Local Government Authority 

These questions determined the relationship of participants with the LGAs in the study. 

Most participants were born in Australia (80%), with 4% of participants from England, 3% each 
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from Germany and New Zealand, and a range of other nationalities recorded including Ireland, 

Denmark, Myanmar, and Malaysia (Appendix N, Table N.8). Participants mainly lived in towns 

within their local LGAs, although several participants had travelled from nearby towns. This 

provided the opportunity for stakeholders to have a relatively good understanding of their local 

environment and to provide comment on the likely impacts of a proposed Geopark. Participant 

residency in the study area was relatively long with 58% living there for up to 20 years, although 

20% of participants had lived in the towns for less than 5 years (Figure 6.1).  

 

Figure 6.1 Stakeholder duration of residence in residential towns. 

Participants were mostly local community residents and business employees. Several 

attendees were guests of other residential stakeholders at the time of the forums, and this 

provided valuable external input during discussions at the forums. 

6.1.8 Associations/organisations of which stakeholders were members. 

The level of community participation was high among stakeholders. Most participants in 

the forums, as indicated in the questionnaires, were engaged in some form of community 

association or organisation. This reflects a strong commitment to their community and of their 

personal time towards achieving a better community. 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

1
 t

o
 5

6
 t

o
 1

0

1
1

 t
o

 1
5

1
6

 t
o

 2
0

2
1

 t
o

 2
5

2
6

 t
o

 3
0

3
1

 t
o

 3
5

3
6

 t
o

 4
0

4
1

 t
o

 4
5

4
6

 t
o

 5
0

5
1

 t
o

 5
5

5
6

 t
o

 6
0

6
1

 t
o

 6
5

6
6

 t
o

 7
0

7
1

 t
o

 7
5

7
6

 t
o

 8
0

8
1

 t
o

 8
5

N
u

m
b

er
s 

in
 L

G
A

/T
o

w
n

Time in LGA/Town (Years)

Residency in Local Government Area or Town



120 

 

Stakeholders indicated that they were engaged in community, council, or progress 

committees (22%) and others indicated participation in local tourism bodies (32%). While not 

related to local development or tourism, 42% of participants indicated that they were engaged 

in special interest associations and organisations. Some of these interests included a bicycle 

club, bird watching, and education. Each of these interests could become a future tourism 

attraction for the proposed Geopark (Figure 6.2). 

 

Figure 6.2 Stakeholder participant levels of community organisations and associations. 

6.2 Community forum attendance 

Attendance at the forums was restricted to participants aged 18 years and over. See Figure 

6.3 and Figure 6.4 for attendance and age distribution. Attendance was by stakeholders with 

apparent interests in tourism development. However, given the low level of population in each 

LGA (Table 4.1), attendance was considered adequate. Bruce Rock and Quairading LGAs 

showed the highest levels of interest. Although given the low population of Tammin (Table 

4.1), there was also good representation from that LGA. 
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Figure 6.3 Attendance during each round of forums by towns. 

Source: Attendance figures for each forum. 

 

 

 

Figure 6.4 Age range of attendees to Geopark forums. NOTE: Minimum age was 18 years. 

Source: Attendance figures for each forum. 

6.2.1 Forum results 

During community forums, participants were encouraged to contribute towards 

discussion points using an open forum approach. Outcomes for these forums were positive with 

stakeholders contributing suggestions about the identification of local geoheritage sites and 

information about local endemic flora and fauna of the study area. This demonstrated 

considerable awareness of the local geoheritage by participants within the respective LGAs 

and their willingness to share the places within the LGAs with visitors. In-depth discussions 
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with forum participants also identified the strong cultural connections of both Aboriginal and 

European (early explorer/settler and contemporary land use) peoples within the community and 

the study area. The resulting nominations of local geoheritage sites are summarised in 

Appendix O.  

Each LGA has its own range of geoheritage, some of which has already been developed 

and interpreted such as Kwolyin Rock in the LGA of Bruce Rock (See Figure 5.1). There were 

also overlapping referrals in relation to several iconic features such as Mount Caroline, 

Kokerbin, and Kwolyin Rocks. This was to be expected based on the rural nature of the study 

area where individuals often travel within and beyond their own LGAs for social reasons and 

to experience nearby and new attractions.  

The granite peaks and outcrops associated with each town mostly have access roads to 

viewing points (Kellerberrin and Quairading), interpretation (all LGAs), or the LGAs are using 

privately-owned areas for other purposes such as the Kellerberrin Speedway. Salt rivers, salt 

lakes, and paleochannels were also identified as being important for tourism and geotourism. 

In addition to completing the questionnaire, one of the activities from the forums was to 

identify local business and community leaders both within the study area and people having 

influence from outside the area. Individuals from the four LGAs were noted as having strengths 

to contribute towards the promotion of establishing a Geopark and were nominated for 

interviews as representative stakeholders. The forums observed that this (Geopark) approach 

was timely in that there had been a resurgence of interest in tourism in the region. However, it 

was also noted that there had been many seminars and workshops in recent times and that there 

was seldom any follow-up action. The forum participants also suggested that senior members 

of the community should be engaged in the Geopark concept, as well as school children. This 

engagement with the Geopark concept was considered desirable to bring local community 

participation into the establishment and management of the Geopark to increase its likelihood 

for success (Halim & Ishak, 2017). Engagement such as this has resulted in the establishment 

of successful Geoparks in Europe and Qeshm Island Global Geopark in Iran.  

The following points provide an outline of the overall concepts yielded by forum 

participants. 

• Each LGA forum nominated a range of local values that would be suitable for the 

establishment of a Geopark. These were identified under Geoheritage, Aboriginal and 
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European heritage and history, and fauna and flora. The overall results from both 

rounds of the forums are shown in Appendix O. 

• Popular geoheritage sites from the forum at Tammin/Kellerberrin referred to Mt 

Caroline and Mt Stirling, Yorkrakine, Kokerbin Rocks, and Gardner Reserve while 

Bruce Rock added its salt lakes network, Bruce’s Rock, Kwolyin, and Coarin Rocks. 

Quairading added Nookaminnie Rock as it is central to the town reserve. 

• Aboriginal cultural values were noted by participants in each of the LGAs. Each forum 

saw the need to have the Aboriginal communities engaged in the Geopark with 

involvement in cultural tourism and geotourism. The cultural relationships of 

Aboriginal communities and the land (geophysical attributes) were noted as requiring 

sensitive management. Any interaction needed to be with Aboriginal communities and 

elders’ approvals, endorsement, and involvement. 

• Important Aboriginal sites such as birthing, painting (caves), water holes (gnamma 

holes), and food (bush tucker) need to be identified with local Aboriginal communities 

to determine which sites might—or might not—be included in cultural and geotourism 

activities. There exists a strong and growing interest from international tourists and 

visitors to observe Aboriginal culture and to learn about the importance of these 

aspects of Australian culture and the Government of Western Australia is supporting 

this through its Tourism Western Australia Corporate Plan (Tourism Western 

Australia, 2015). 

• European cultural features nominated by stakeholders included Bruce’s Rock (the 

history of sandalwood cutting and naming the town), the rabbit-proof fence, historic 

wells, historic rail sidings, and published books on local history. There was also 

recognition of more contemporary land uses including the reasons behind land 

clearing for agriculture through to the extensive programs of rehabilitation and 

revegetation in the 1980s which reflected State government policy. 

• The forum participants also provided support for showing local fauna and flora to 

tourists. Malleefowl (Leipoa ocellata), black flanked (or also “black-faced”) wallabies 

(Petrogale lateralis), echidnas/spiny ant eaters (Tachyglossus aculeatus), native bees 
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and spiders along with local wildflowers, quandong (Santalum acuminatum), and 

sandalwood (Santalum spicatum) trees. 

6.2.2 Results from forums outside the principal LGAs in the study area 

Further forums were held in Porongurup at the southern end of the Wheatbelt, Perenjori, 

and Morawa in the northern Wheatbelt and Bencubbin in the eastern Wheatbelt (See Figure 

5.1). Participation was strongest at the Porongorup forum (See Figure 6.5). Questionnaires 

were assessed collectively with those from Tammin, Kellerberrin, Quairading, and Bruce Rock. 

The same format was taken for the forums (except for Porongurup, where participants only 

completed questionnaires) with participants providing information about local geoheritage, 

cultural opportunities, and stakeholders. The number of attendees and submission of 

questionnaires varied for each location, but were consistent with the participant attendance of 

Tammin, Kellerberrin, Bruce Rock, and Quairading. 

 

Figure 6.5 Other place participant numbers contributing to the forums and questionnaires. 

NOTE: See Figure 5.1 for location in Wheatbelt. 

The forum participants from Perenjori, Morawa, and Bencubbin (Figure 6.5) responded 

to the questions of local geoheritage indicating a range of geological attractions (25 geosites 

across the northern region of the Wheatbelt, Appendix O) and recognised the need for 

Aboriginal engagement and participation. The participants also nominated several local people 

as stakeholders interested in tourism and the Geopark concept for interviews.  

Several challenges were also observed for the northern communities such as gaining 

community support for tourism development, limited accommodation, a lack of food outlets, 

and opening hours for services. Opportunities were identified with each town having caravan 

parks, community resource centres, and features such as shearing sheds and heritage cemeteries 
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that might become tourism attributes in the future. The Wheatbelt towns have gathered 

considerable reference materials about their heritage over time. Some Wheatbelt towns have 

heritage committees and societies, as well as local historians capturing and recording the past 

in books and as live recordings. Details from these forums are included in Appendix O. 

6.2.3 Focus from NVivo11 Analysis of Key Words from Interviews 

NVivo11 was used to analyse words employed in the interviews by stakeholders provides 

an indication of the key issues being raised. Analysis of words derived from the interviews 

showed a focus on people (959 occurrences) (Figure 6.6) with an emphasis on people, 

community, government, tourism, and Geoparks.  

 

Figure 6.6 Stakeholder interview perceptions and recommendations: NVivo11 word cloud with the top 100 

exact words with names and adverbs deleted. 

The references to Geoparks (n = 789) was not unexpected given the focus of the research. 

The term “Geoparks” was used to elicit responses from the stakeholders about their perceptions 

about Geoparks. The results showed stakeholder perceptions about relationships with tourism 

(n = 758) and rural communities (n = 645). Community engagement and participation featured 

highly with stakeholders demonstrating the need to bring the rural community along with plans 

for any form of tourism development, including Geoparks.  
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NVivo11 also enables stemmed words to be combined. There were several words that 

provided links (stems) to other words derived from the analysis including Geopark and 

Geoparks. When the NVivo11 query was rerun, the following word-cloud emerged (Figure 

6.7). The stem words Geopark and Geoparks were mentioned a combined 1,254 times while 

people and peoples were mentioned 960 times. Community (with stem words – communicate, 

communicated, communicating, communication, communicator, communicators, and 

communities) was referenced 753 times indicating the priority stakeholders considered should 

be given to reaching out to the community members. Government (including stem words 

governments and governance) was mentioned 663 times. 

 

Figure 6.7 Stakeholder interview perceptions and recommendations: NVivo11 word cloud with the top 100 

stemmed words (with linkages to other words) with names and adverbs deleted. 

6.3 Stakeholder Perceptions about Tourism and Tourists  

This theme drew on stakeholder perceptions of the impacts of tourism and tourists on 

tourism destinations. There were 17 statements in the questionnaire (subthemes) under this 

theme.  

The stakeholders interviewed had a mostly positive perception of tourism and tourists. 

Many of these perceptions hinged on an Australian wealth of natural attractions, clear skies, 

and Aboriginal cultural heritage (SGL1, SGL2, SGL3, SGS3, SGS5, SP1, SB1). See Table 5.1 

for abbreviations. This Australia-wide aspect was collectively described as Australia being 



127 

 

positioned uniquely. This was because of the varied environments across the continent from the 

Barrier Reef on the east coast to the Bungle Bungles on the north-west coast (SI1, SP2). In 

addition, according to one stakeholder, “Australia has amazing (natural) areas and a 60,000-year-

old Aboriginal culture the world really wants to know about” (SP2). 

Stakeholders (SGL1, SNG3, SNG5, SP2) observed tourism playing a major role overall, 

certainly in the local economy, with Australia having a very different tourism environment 

compared to Europe and other areas as it has a fairly short history of settlement culture as well 

as having a very long tradition of Aboriginal traditional custodianship and culture. Others 

(SGL2, SGL3, SGL5) saw tourism as having an essential role, particularly in regional 

Australia, where—despite the great distances to be travelled—there are many attractions such 

as the environment, landscape, flora, and fauna. There was perceived to be an opportunity to 

display these features to both Australian and international visitors “and to experience our rural 

way of life” (SNG6). Opportunities provided by tourism were becoming the new strategy for 

business growth and job creation following declining worker positions in traditional farming 

(due to mechanisation) (SGL5, SGL6, SNG5). The sustainability focus of tourism was also 

positive (SNG5), as was the potential economic value (SGS3). 

Geotourism was noted as having the ability to assist Australian and overseas visitors to 

Geoparks to achieve a greater level of understanding about natural and cultural heritage. 

Geoparks would also facilitate an understanding of the interrelationship between natural 

heritage and Aboriginal culture and how it relates to natural heritage (SP1). 

In WA, according to interviewed stakeholders, the potential for tourism is yet to be fully 

developed. In geotourism terms, there are geologically focussed tourism products available 

such as the Pinnacles and Wave Rock which can be visited on a day trip from Perth, WA’s 

capital city. There are also 1 to 4-day drive trails through granite outcrops in the Wheatbelt 

publicised. Much more can be done, according to stakeholders, in local rural communities. 

6.3.1 Tourism, jobs, and the local economy 

Establishing and developing tourism was not seen as a simple process by stakeholders. 

They acknowledged problems associated with declining rural populations, competition for 

tourism income, and long travel distances. These were not considered insurmountable but 

needed to be addressed so that tourism could develop into the future (SGL6). However, without 

investing in the tourism market and products, there will be little improvement in rural areas 
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and “If we think that, um, minimal investment tourism is going to reverse our population or 

lead to substantial population increase, I think we're dreaming.” (SGS2). Other stakeholders 

indicated that having tourists visit areas was likely to increase local investment, even as little 

as installing an additional coffee machine in a cafe, and would further improve the local 

economy (SGS2, SNG2). 

Participants demonstrated a high level of agreement (98%) for tourism as an industry, 

with tourism seen as being more than a holiday and more about learning about the place being 

visited. The participants also acknowledged that tourism could have a positive impact on the 

local community (97%), indicating that tourism was good for the economy and could assist 

rural towns by creating local jobs (92%). 

There were also positive perceptions about tourism’s potential to reduce unemployment 

and create job opportunities (SGS4, SNG4, SNG5, SNG6). Looking at opportunities in rural 

towns, the attractiveness of the local heritage and geological features, and engaging local and 

international tourists to visit and stay, would assist in creating employment in the tourism sector 

(SB1, SP3, SI2). This would be positive not only for local people, but for people who want to 

move to and develop businesses in the area (SNG5). 

Aboriginal cultural tourism was also noted during forums as a potential tourism product 

that would create employment opportunities by connecting people to natural landscapes. By 

incorporating drive and walk trails, it was observed that there was an opportunity for business 

growth and to create jobs for Aboriginal people by interpreting Aboriginal heritage, bush 

tucker, and bush medicine to visitors and—importantly—Aboriginal communities offering 

unique local experiences to international and domestic tourists at trail centres and remote 

accommodation in rural WA (SGS5). 

6.3.2 Tourist learning and impacts on culture 

Tourism and tourists wanting to learn about the Australian environment and culture was 

observed to be positive (97%) as well as experiencing its culture, both Aboriginal and European, 

and anything else that was significant about Australia (67%, SP2, SGL6). However, some 

participants were not convinced that this was the situation. There was recognition that tourism 

might have negative impacts on local culture (49%) and the environment (69%).  
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There was also a view that tourists were not being exposed to Australian culture. This 

was considered significant with 22% of stakeholders expressing that they did not think tourists 

were getting this cultural experience. 

One stakeholder, who is involved with the Western European market (primarily the 

German-speaking market of Germans, Austrians, and Swiss), observed that the visitors saw 

Australia as being an evolving culture from a European point of view and want to appreciate 

it, its natural attractions, as well as its cultural attractions (SB1). Having tourists experience 

and learn about the Australian environment should not be difficult, as the natural environment 

is one of the key assets for Australia and is one of the key drivers to bring people to Australia 

(SB1). Stakeholders also observed that there was a trend for people wanting to know the 

ecological footprint (theirs and tourism) and wanting to know where their food comes from 

(SGL3, SP3). With the right interpretation, almost anywhere can be made interesting for 

visitors but the right people need to be involved in the provision of that interpretation (SP3). 

6.3.3 Tourism and Aboriginal culture 

Tourists experiencing Aboriginal culture has been of interest to governments for some 

time. Aboriginal cultural tourism was considered as an important component for engaging with 

tourism and tourists in rural areas. This view is supported through research by the Griffith 

Institute for Tourism Research in Queensland, Australia, which indicated that domestic interest 

in Aboriginal tourism was relatively low (Gardiner & Scott, 2015). However, further research 

in 2017 showed ongoing strong international interest (78%) in Aboriginal tourism and there 

was a clear opportunity for this field of tourism to grow, as only 21% experienced Aboriginal 

cultural tourism (TNS Australia Pty Ltd and Tourism Western Australia, 2017). 

Tourism Australia’s research indicates that 80% of international tourists to Australia 

want to see an Aboriginal cultural product (SA2). Access for tourists to experience Aboriginal 

culture can be difficult as there are few outlets in which this can take place in WA, other than 

culture and souvenir shops in city centres. However, stakeholders noted that Aboriginal cultural 

tourism, particularly the Noongar culture in the Wheatbelt region, is still in its early stages of 

development (SA1, SA2, SNG1). 

Some participants (22%) reported that tourists did not experience the opportunity of 

Aboriginal cultural tourism, even though 92% thought this was an experience that tourists were 

seeking. There was a strong level of support for Aboriginal tourism, especially for Aboriginal 
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culture to share “how they used to look after the earth and how they lived on the earth” (SA2). 

Aboriginal cultural tourism was collectively regarded as important to help improve people's 

knowledge of Aboriginal issues, knowing that it is high on agendas for international visitors 

(SA1, SA2). This might be the perceived demand; however, as reported by McLennan (2016), 

Evan Hall (CEO, Tourism Council of Western Australia) reported that some tourists still go away 

disappointed as not having that Aboriginal cultural experience.  

Several stakeholders considered this subtheme to be important with many opportunities 

for Aboriginal tourism to be developed (SGL4, SGS2, SI1). Others, who did not respond to 

this statement directly, raised Aboriginal culture and tourism consistently in response to other 

questions during their interviews and this is reflected under separate subthemes. It was also 

recognised that Aboriginal cultural aspects were important but had not been capitalised upon 

(SGL4).  

When local rural communities were mentioned, stakeholders made it a specific point to 

include local Aboriginal communities and their engagement in tourism opportunities (SA1). 

Local Aboriginal businesses investing in the Geopark was also raised as a means of funding 

Geopark infrastructure (SA2). 

The opportunity for developing Aboriginal culture for tourism was supported by 

participants. This was on the basis that an awareness of sensitive Aboriginal cultural 

requirements was being raised, demonstrating the connection to country (SA1). Stakeholders 

observed that local Aboriginal culture in the Wheatbelt can be impacted through increased visitor 

rates, crowding, and the use of community services. Stakeholders noted that there are not many 

protection measures in place of tourism sites in the Wheatbelt, possibly as there are not many 

tourist visitors to these areas (SGS2). Interviewees did not comment on any potential means of 

improving the protection of local culture; however, this is not to lessen the potential for impacts 

on Aboriginal heritage sites in the Wheatbelt as visitors explore local sites (SA2, SGS2). 

Stakeholders observed that there are more people camping in natural sites, and these visitors 

might impact Aboriginal cultural heritage sites unknowingly (SA2). 

6.3.4 Tourism role in improving rural living 

A further outcome from this thesis was the perception that tourism, per se, has a role in 

improving community living in rural areas through job creation (93%), employment locally, 

and increased wellbeing in rural communities (96%). Stakeholders perceived there to be the 
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potential to develop rural LGAs for tourism as a means for community development. The 

positive impact of tourists on local communities was the driving force for several stakeholders 

to participate in the Geopark proposal. It was observed that if local businesses did better, they 

would employ more staff which in turn would benefit the community and possibly improve 

local amenities (SGS2). 

6.3.5 Tourism, tourists, and the environment 

When considering tourism and tourists in their local area, and the impacts on local 

tourism attractions, most stakeholders supported the concept of sustainable tourism 

development. There was considerable awareness among stakeholders of the potential for tourism 

to impact the environment (68%) and protecting the environment was considered important 

(SA2, SNG4), although one participant considered developing tourism first, then looking after 

the environment (SNG4). 

Concerns were raised about the impacts of tourism such as damage to the environment 

and crowding. Stakeholders also considered that there might not be enough safeguards in place 

for the environment and that future management will need to address these concerns.  

6.3.6 Additional Responses from Interviewed stakeholders 

There was a strong perception among interviewees of tourism having a positive impact 

on local communities and of Geoparks being a positive model to achieve this impact. This 

perception is supported by current research indicating business growth and job creation in 

Geoparks from Europe to China (Newsome, Dowling, et al., 2013; Ng, 2017; Zouros, 2010). 

Stakeholders indicated that there needed to be resources provided to rural areas to facilitate the 

growth of tourism.  

There was mostly a positive attitude towards tourism with many stakeholders observing 

tourism as a significant industry in Australia (SNG1, SP4), with opportunities for growth in 

rural areas (SGL2). Stakeholders with international experience indicated China as a good 

example for improving rural areas (SI1, SI2). Local examples of successful tourism ventures 

in rural areas in the Wheatbelt were given including New Norcia and Wave Rock; however, 

there were no other outstanding examples mentioned. Potential was seen in creating stopover 

points such as increasing caravan and recreational vehicle sites for travellers already on the 

road to increase overnight stays (SGL2). There was also the potential for increasing tourism 

opportunities that might be developed in rural areas (SGL6). 
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To increase tourism in the Wheatbelt, a positive approach was considered essential and 

creating awareness of what is around would be positive for rural communities. As one 

stakeholder suggested, general conversations, word-of-mouth, or letting people know about 

local events so that they bring their families and friends is just as good as significant marketing 

campaigns (SNG5).  

Interview transcripts were analysed using NVivo11 to produce word clouds showing the 

top 50 most used words of at least five letters (Figure 6.8). There was a focus on the role of 

people within Geoparks and that government, representing local community members, has a 

role to play in encouraging tourism. There was also a reflection that businesses should be 

involved, and that investment is required to encourage tourism development. 

 

Figure 6.8 Interviewee’s perceptions about tourism and tourists (Top 50 words from interviews). 

6.3.7 Conclusion – Stakeholder perceptions about tourism and tourists 

While most stakeholders had not knowingly been to a Geopark, their perceptions about 

Geoparks was positive for their role of tourism development. There was a focus in relation to 

Australia, Australia’s environment and culture, and the opportunities it might create. 

Stakeholders perceived tourism and tourists as having the potential for business and job 
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creation and leading to more active communities. There was support for the development of 

Aboriginal cultural tourism across the Wheatbelt. 

6.4 Stakeholder Perceptions about Rural Decline 

Rural decline has been an ongoing challenge in country areas across Australia (Falk, 

2001). The decline has been brought about through increasing mechanisation in agricultural 

practices, declining business, and government facilities and services (Ellis, 2016). Education 

policies in Australia have also impacted rural areas (Wheatbelt Development Commission, 

2015). The perceptions of rural population decline are real, with populations in regional areas 

aging, or slightly declining since 2001 (Regional Australia Institute, 2014).  

This theme explored stakeholder perceptions about what they considered was 

contributing to rural decline and whether current strategies were being effective. The researcher 

also sought stakeholder recommendations for ways to address rural decline and perceptions as 

to whether tourism had a role to play.  

The following sub-themes focus on specific areas that were introduced as part of the 

semi-structured interviews. Not all discussion points were addressed by each stakeholder. 

Some subthemes are combined. 

6.4.1 Rural populations are in decline and aging 

Interviewed stakeholders observed mechanisation and streamlining of rural activities as 

the major cause for loss of employment (SGS3, SI1, SNG1, SP1, SP2). Stakeholders supported 

this perception acknowledging that with increasing farm size and mechanisation for economic 

and efficiency reasons came rural decline (SA1, SGL2, SGL6, SGS2, SGS4, SI1, SP3, SP4, 

SNG1, SNG2, SNG5). Other stakeholders acknowledged that technology also had an impact 

such as internet banking, online shopping, farm management technology (drones), and 

materials and product handling such as bulk delivery of grain (SB1, SGL2, SNG3). 

Productivity remained high, but employment diminished (SGL3, SNG6). There was also a 

perception that farm holdings were being purchased and managed by corporate entities, and 

others leased, leading to a reduced need for external support in terms of labour and supplies 

(SP3).  

Data from the questionnaires (84% of participants) indicated that rural decline was taking 

place with only 6% of participants disagreeing or not knowing about rural decline. The 
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perception of increasing mechanisation of agricultural activities impacting on rural workers 

was supported by 69% of these respondents. Several interviewees observed that the removal of 

business and government services contributed to this decline (SA2, SP1), as well as lack of 

diversification (SP2) and the high cost of labour in Australia (SGS3).  

Other stakeholders perceived that the clearing of the land and its subsequent deterioration 

as being a contributing factor, noting that “Aboriginal people had looked after the land for 

60,000 years and we in 300 years … we have buggered it up” (SP2). Climate change was also 

considered a contributor to rural decline with links to industry intensification and diminishing 

production on eastern farms in the Wheatbelt as farmers do not sow seed because of a lack of 

rainfall (SGL2, SGL6). 

While 48% of participants felt that current rural strategies were not working, 35% 

indicated they neither agreed nor disagreed that this perception was correct. 9% indicated that 

they did not know. Several LGAs, such as Quairading and Bruce Rock, have previously 

instigated policies to attract residents to their towns and these included relatively inexpensive 

town lots for development and establishing community facilities such as child day-care services 

(SLG1). 

There was also a view that rural communities had created a perception of decline, when 

this was not occurring, to attract community and government support. “The people in the 

Wheatbelt have actually convinced everyone in Perth that we're going down the tube and they 

did it on purpose to attract government money.” (SGS2). This view was not raised by other 

stakeholders. The view against rural decline was based on growing population numbers across 

the rural region (SGS2, SGL3) This reflected reports of a redistribution of populations towards 

growth centres and urban fringes (peri-urban) (Wheatbelt Development Commission, 2015). 

While this view represents a regional perspective for populations, it does not address the 

perceptions that many individual rural towns per se, and particularly those in the study area, 

are in decline as reflected in most of the stakeholder interviews. One stakeholder (SGS2) also 

proposed that some rural towns will not survive.  

The following subsections present the results related to aging populations, education 

policy, limited employment opportunities, difficulty in attracting people tor rural towns, and 

current strategies to address rural decline. 
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6.4.1.1 Average age of rural towns is increasing 

This subtheme looked for stakeholder perceptions about whether there are aging 

populations in rural towns. Census data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics indicate that 

the average age of residents over 50 years in the target rural towns is mostly increasing over 

time (Figure 6.9). Several data sources within the Australian Bureau of Statistics were used. 

Data was not available for 2009 to 2011 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016d). 

 

Figure 6.9 The average age of residents aged 50 years and over increases with time in the target towns in the 

Wheatbelt of WA. 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics. 

With population decline in rural towns due to out-migration for education and 

employment, this impact was perceived as significant with the result being that higher age 

groups remain in rural areas (SGL2, SGL3, SNG4). Several stakeholders indicated that 

measures such as affordable housing have been undertaken in the past to attract more residents; 

however, some of those moving were also older people and some—along with other locals—

have passed away (SGL2, SNG4). It was considered that with populations aging, there will be 

less people available to assist and volunteer for community roles (SNG4). 

6.4.1.2 Impacts of State education policy on rural areas 

In response to how Government education policy (see below) impacts on families, 96% 

of stakeholders indicated that they agreed with the statement that children were leaving rural 
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areas. Several stakeholders commented that this brought about a migration of families to the 

city (Perth, WA) so parents could be with their school-aged children.  

Stakeholders perceived that rural populations would continue to decline in the study area 

as children leave for education and young adults seek employment opportunities in the city 

(SGL3). Interviewed stakeholders also considered that the impact of children leaving rural 

towns for further education was a threat to rural towns. While not a recent phenomenon, State 

government policy changes to the age of children entering high school has brought about 

further impacts on rural towns with school children aged 12 years now entering secondary 

(high) school (Department of Education, 2018). Some parents have left rural towns to be with 

their younger children as they go to high school (SGL2, SGL4). Other children, who have 

access to senior high schools that accommodate children aged 12 to 17 years, do not leave 

immediately but leave to go to university when they turn 18 years (SA2, SGL2, SGS2, SNG1). 

The result can have a dramatic impact on town populations (SGL2) and on the students 

comprising school populations. One stakeholder indicated that previously most students at 

school were from farms, now the school children were mostly from towns (SNG5). As a result, 

parents live separately, leaving one parent to operate the farm property while the other parent 

resides with the children in the city, or the whole family leaves the town in which they 

previously lived and relocates to the city. 

6.4.1.3 Limited opportunities for employment in rural towns 

Population decline was being experienced across the Wheatbelt and was not isolated to 

specific rural towns (SGL3, SNG4, SNG5). Population decline has led to a decline in services 

and a lack of employment opportunities in those impacted towns (SGL3, SGS5, SNG6). Rural 

decline, reduced populations, and limited employment opportunities can be a self-fulfilling 

result. Mechanisation and reduced services have resulted in few employment opportunities 

which in turn have discouraged people from moving to rural towns (SGL1). Children and young 

adults leave rural towns for education, as above, and for employment. Parents want a better life 

for their children, and they hope to send them to university where they can experience “life away 

from home” as well as getting an education. They also experience job opportunities in the city 

that lead to many not returning to the rural way of life (SA2, SGS3, SI1, SP4,). Some rural 

community farming families cannot provide ongoing employment and encourage their children 

to leave the farm (SP3, SNG5). Some of those previously having left the area have returned 

(termed “Returners”) to assist aging parents with farm life, create their own employment in rural 
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towns, or just seek the relative ambience and safety of rural towns (SNG1, SGL2, SGL3). Even 

though some rural towns are reinventing themselves to attract younger people, the lack of 

employment opportunities is not an incentive for them to return (SGL2, SNG4). 

Participants (89%) also agreed that there were limited employment opportunities in rural 

towns, that young adults were leaving to seek employment elsewhere (92%), and that a decline 

in rural populations will result in a reduction of community facilities (84%). However, several 

stakeholders considered an alternate view, perceiving a change in regional populations with 

young family members now returning to the farming and rural communities (SNG1). The 

Returners tended to create a redistribution of populations from isolated rural towns to growth 

centres (SGS2). One stakeholder queried whether the services all needed to be in each rural 

town (SB1). 

6.4.1.4 Difficulty in attracting people to live in rural towns 

This subtheme required stakeholders to give their perceptions of whether it is difficult to 

attract people to live in rural towns. Most agreed that it was difficult (SGS2). Some rural towns 

had implemented incentives such as low-cost land for housing development but those taking 

up the incentives were largely retirees (SGL2). The cost of existing rural housing was also a 

disincentive in attracting new populations (SGL4). Another stakeholder observed that as the 

towns in question are in reasonable proximity to the city (Perth), and the road infrastructure is 

very good enabling employees to drive each day from their place of residence in the city 

(SGL3), this negates the need for people to reside in rural towns. Incentives to encourage 

people to move from city to rural areas was also raised but there was resistance from the State 

government to providing financial support for relocation (SGL4). Attracting people meant 

doing things such as organising investment and tourism with a quality product (SGS2). Others 

were wary of attracting more people as this could change the social dynamics of the population 

(SGS1). 

6.4.1.5 Decline in rural population will reduce community facilities 

Stakeholders were asked for their perceptions of the impact of rural population decline 

on community facilities. Stakeholders perceived that recent droughts and farmers leaving the 

land, thus reducing demand for local services, was contributing to the reduction in community 

facilities (SA1, SGL3). Other stakeholders recognised the “Catch 22” scenario where services 
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are withdrawn and people move away compared with people moving away because of 

increasing mechanisation and services being reduced (SGL6, SNG4). 

The decline in the study area was also seen to have social impacts with fewer people 

being able to interact or take a role in the community (SP3). 

6.4.2 The role of tourism in addressing rural decline 

Participants indicated that, overall, there was a need for an environment that encourages 

local investment and opportunities for employment. Of the participants who responded, 14 

indicated there should be better government policies in place to address business, employment, 

and education needs. Participants indicated that essential services should be maintained 

including better internet services as well as improved internet connections and speed to 

provide/allow more "home office employment options” (T1.47). Government was observed to 

have a role through the creation of tax breaks and incentives to encourage rural development 

“Get government to give tax breaks to companies who open branches etc in rural areas” (T1.2). 

Government decentralization was also promoted “Government offices need to be 

decentralized” (B1.4, B1.8).  

One participant suggested that more rural people should move to the city. “I support rural 

decline. Get people into the cities and keep them there” (PO13) as a means of maintaining an 

existing lifestyle. Another indicated that rural decline was not a major factor as “boomerangs” 

were now returning and coming back to raise families” (B1.6). Boomerangs, also referred to 

as Returners, mean the younger generation. 

Declining rural populations due to changing farming technologies, and difficulty in 

attracting people to live in rural areas, was seen as providing an impediment for growing the 

tourism industry (SGS2). Stakeholders struggled with perceiving ways to address rural decline 

with some indicating that the decline was a fact of life in rural areas and some (towns) were 

facing hard decisions (SNG2). Others considered non-agricultural jobs and tourism—

particularly Aboriginal cultural tourism and ecotourism—to be an opportunity for addressing 

rural decline (SNG1, SNG2). Local government authorities were perceived to have the means 

to tap into travellers through their existing databases to promote rural areas (SNG2). 

 
7 This reference is to a member of the forums held in each town such as T=Tammin, K=Kellerberrin, B=Bruce 
Rock. 
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Tourism, however, was proposed as a major opportunity for employment creation with 

government agencies and LGAs working together with facilitation and marketing of business 

and employment opportunities. The government agencies should also create positive, rather 

than negative, images of the rural environment. “Tourism, if it is well thought through, could 

be an important industry to help address rural decline” (K1.4). 

Not all stakeholders agreed that tourism could achieve this, with some indicating that 

alternative industries such as mining would address rural decline (SNG1, SNG4). Others 

perceived tourism as having a role that could complement and contribute to the economic 

development of the rural areas but were not confident that it would stop rural decline (SB1, 

SGL4, SGL6, SGS2, SI1, SNG4). There was a perception that other factors needed to be 

addressed such as a better quality of education; increased quality of health services; improved 

transport and industrial development; and increased and better quality of local services 

(accommodation, meals, coffee) (SGS2, SNG2). 

There were some strong supporters of tourism; however, there was perceived to be a need 

for leadership, long-term planning, understanding of tourism as a service industry, increased 

standards and training, as well as delivery of tourism before this might eventuate (SA2, SB1, 

SGL1, SNG2, SNG3). Other stakeholders suggested that rural decline could be overcome 

through diversification; development; incentives; and marketing of existing business 

opportunities (bakeries, community, and tourism centres); and infrastructure (on-farm 

accommodation, fruit picking, and road access). Aboriginal culture, food opportunities, natural 

attractions, and resources (granite outcrops; rare fauna and flora) could also be developed for 

tourism (SA1, SA2, SB1, SGL1, SGL2, SGL3, SGL4, SGL5, SGS1, SGS4, SI1, SNG5, SP1, 

SP2). There was also the need for a “WHY” factor that would entice visitors to the region 

involving a region rather than a single town (SB1). 

Another aspect perceived by stakeholders was that there is a need to bring the local 

community along if tourism is going to be developed, as not all people want tourism in their 

town (SB1, SGS5, SGL4, SP4). Not only did stakeholders see this as important, but they 

considered it significant that the role of government (Federal, State, and Local) was to be 

working together if tourism is to have an impact (SP1). Some stakeholders provided evidence 

of international examples in China and Europe where tourism has had a significant influence 

in rural areas; for example, creating businesses and employment through accommodation, 

transport, catering, guiding, hiring equipment, and managing tourism facilities (SI1, SI2).  
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It was also observed that local businesses might be able to invest more, offer more 

products, and make rural places better for their communities (SGL6, SGS2) and this might lead 

to job creation through tourism. Nine respondents provided positive comments relating to the 

value of tourism in creating employment, enhancing local tourism businesses, and expanding 

ecotourism. “Visitourism8 development, value adding on existing businesses” (T2.1) and the 

need for planning for tourism was also noted: “Tourism, if it is well thought through could be 

an important industry to help address rural decline” (K1.4) and “Tourism, working together 

strategically - shires, region, state.” (K1.5). Importantly, there was an overarching perception 

that negative conversations were detrimental to improving rural areas with one stakeholder 

stating: “We must stop portraying negative views and tell positive stories about our great 

communities.” (K1.5) 

There was also recognition that there was considerable built heritage in rural towns, in 

addition to the natural environment and existing Aboriginal culture, that could contribute to 

growing tourism and create employment (SGS2). These built cultural attractions, and the 

stories that go with them, might build tourism interest and encourage tourists and travellers to 

stop and stay overnight (SGS3). 

There was acknowledgement that tourism can lead to job creation by promoting existing 

businesses and facilities to develop new tourism businesses and recreational facilities. 

However, an environment that was conducive to tourism was first needed. Participants 

suggested a need to “Create an environment that encourages local investments” and develop 

“Infrastructure, community events, utilizing local resources.” (MO.2). There were perceived 

opportunities through low-cost access to housing development, seniors’ aged-care 

accommodation, and private education (SNG1, SNG2), as well as improving knowledge about 

understanding and conserving natural systems to improve agricultural performance (SNG1). 

Participants indicated that there needs to be an environment that attracts and facilitates 

external investment to change the decline in rural businesses. This was to be supported through 

decentralization of government and business, promoting regional attractiveness (lower land 

costs), changes to government policy (such as tax breaks, infrastructure improvements). “Get 

government to give tax breaks to companies who open branches etc in rural areas” (T1.2), 

 
8 Visitourism – a term used by a local tourism operator describing tourism focused on local and international 
tourists visiting local areas. 
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encouraging value-adding to regional products in the region, as well as taking a strategic 

approach to such improvements, particularly where tourism is concerned. 

Respondents perceived that tourism could bring about job creation and improved 

communities. Suggestions included promoting regional tourism opportunities (lifestyle, natural 

products, and activities); providing improved tourism facilities and infrastructure; and 

encouraging visitourism to attract day trippers and increase overnight stays.  

Aboriginal cultural tourism was perceived by participants to have significant 

opportunities in the region linking in with the natural assets, their cultural uses, and 

interpretation. While this was not raised as a matter regarding a means to address rural decline, 

the development of ecotourism was. “Promote ecotourism” (PO17) and “Ecotourism and 

geoparks are definitely an answer that will return the balance” (PO14). Ecotourism encourages 

interaction with local communities and has become related to addressing sustainable rural 

development (Butcher, 2011) and Aboriginal communities are very much a part of the fabric 

of the Wheatbelt region. A potential benefit perceived by the respondents was the opportunity 

for connection to country, engagement of young Aboriginal people, and a learning of 

Aboriginal culture. 

As a means of countering rural decline, Geoparks, and hence tourism and tourists, were 

perceived to be a strong link to regional business development and job creation. Geoparks such 

as Qeshm Island have local communities engaged in geotourism which is leading to sustainable 

development within the Geopark (UNESCO, 2017d). With the retention of young people, 

stakeholders believed population growth was possible and that community services would 

increase resulting in improved community environments. 

Mercer (2016), a reporter with the West Australian newspaper, reported that the numbers 

of West Australians participating in National Park visits and enjoying natural areas is 

“soaring”. This implies that there is opportunity for this increased visitation to be channelled 

into the Wheatbelt Region. The Wheatbelt Regional Investment Blueprint also seeks to address 

tourism acknowledging that “Tourism growth will also occur as a result of increasingly affluent 

populations wishing to engage with the natural environment.” (Wheatbelt Development 

Commission, 2015, p. 3). This provides support for increasing tourism within the Wheatbelt 

region. 
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6.4.3 Current strategies addressing rural population decline are not working. 

There have been strategies enacted by government (State and Local) to offset rural 

decline. Stakeholders were asked for their perceptions of whether these were working. With 

some early land settlement strategies, such as soldier resettlement programs (as they returned 

from the World Wars), the government invested in land clearing and associated incentives to 

drive agricultural production of sheep and wheat in the Wheatbelt. According to one 

stakeholder, this initiated a reliance on government support (SGS2). Another stakeholder 

suggested that there should be more government support to keep the rural country lifestyle 

alive (SGL4). Population growth in other areas, such as peri-urban areas, has meant a strategic 

refocus by government towards mega-cities and away from agriculture (SP3). Near-city (peri-

urban) regions have tended to experience population increases. These are areas where people 

seek relief from city-based high mortgage rates and adopt lifestyle changes. However, in the 

study area of central and eastern wheatbelt locations, rural populations continue to decline 

(Regional Australia Institute, 2014).  

Stakeholders also perceived that strategies developed to address rural decline such as 

access to low-cost housing and land, regional funding for local townscape improvements, and 

the construction of community resource centres have failed in terms of recruiting or retaining 

local populations. In one example, where rural housing lots were available at low cost, buyers 

purchased and built on the properties but failed to add to the towns’ community relationships 

as they tended not to engage within the community, travelled on weekends to visit Perth city-

based family and friends, and shopped for food and fuel while there (SLG2). Other strategies 

such as health and seniors’ accommodation (SNG1) and recreation incentives such as drive and 

walk trails (SGS5) have worked albeit mostly for the older residents. 
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6.4.4 NVivo11 analysis of stakeholder recommendations about rural decline 

The top 50 words derived from question 2 from the questionnaire about recommendations 

to address rural decline (Figure 6.10) showed an emphasis on rural engagement to create 

employment for local people. Developing education, as well as community and tourism 

opportunities, featured strongly as means to address rural decline. 

 

Figure 6.10 Stakeholder recommendations to address rural decline. Top 50 words with personal names and 

adverbs deleted. 
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The NVivo11 analysis of interviewee perceptions about rural decline (Figure 6.11) 

emphasised the need for the government and the community (people) to participate in 

addressing this issue. Geoparks were considered to have a role in business development and 

job creation as well as bringing the community together. 

 

Figure 6.11 Interviewee’s perceptions about rural decline (Top 50 words from interviews). 

6.4.5 Conclusion - stakeholder perceptions about rural decline 

Rural decline was perceived to be a significant factor bringing about population decline 

and reduced services across the Wheatbelt of WA. Rural decline was happening due to 

changing farming practices with mechanisation reducing the need for workers. The decline also 

brought about a reduction in business and government services leading to further population 

decline. The impacts of children and young adults leaving rural towns for education purposes 

and employment have also impacted rural populations. Several schemes to attract people to 

rural towns were perceived to have failed. The stakeholders interviewed considered tourism as 

a means of business growth and job creation but acknowledged that without a sustained effort 

by government, this was not a panacea to rural decline.  
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6.5 Stakeholder Perceptions about Geoparks 

This theme asked participants to record their perceptions about Geoparks. It was 

hypothesised that none of the stakeholders had been exposed to the concept of Geoparks. There 

was therefore the opportunity to determine stakeholder perceptions prior to establishing a 

Geopark. Indeed, only four stakeholders had ever knowingly visited a Geopark. 

As a result, there were consistent “Don’t know” responses. One respondent did not 

provide any response, not even “Don’t know”, as the participant confided after the forum that 

they had not previously heard about Geoparks and did not feel qualified to respond to the 

questions. After explanation to the participant that this was a satisfactory response, their 

answers in the questionnaire were recorded as “Don’t know”. The responses indicated that 

stakeholders’ perceptions were quite positive about Geoparks. Frequencies for participant 

perceptions about Geoparks are shown in 0. One of the initial findings of the interviews was 

that only four of the 26 stakeholders interviewed had been to a Geopark; furthermore, none of 

the forum participants—where questionnaires were completed—had visited a Geopark. The 

section below provides the overview of stakeholder responses about Geoparks. Then, 

subthemes are explored. Not all stakeholders responded to each of the subthemes. 

6.5.1 Establishment of Geoparks 

The establishment of Geoparks can sometimes take up to 4 to 5 years when considering 

the requirements of UNESCO (UNESCO, 2016a). Stakeholder perceptions about the ease of 

establishment, and their ability to contribute, are important factors in establishing Geoparks. 

The relative complications of multiple land ownerships, potential scale, management 

structures, and community involvement were often perceived to be offset by the potential for 

sustainable tourism development that could be developed and owned locally (SGS3, SNG3). 

Also, much of the geotourism product was already in place in Australia (SGL6, SI1). The 

difference from other “parks” was perceived to be positive (SGL6). There was also the 

recognition that establishing a Geopark would require considerable effort and resources 

(SNG6) and that acquiring government support might prove difficult (SGS1, SP3). Obtaining 

support from other organisations (business and corporations), and developing their 

understanding of the role of Geoparks, might also be difficult (SI2). The level of support from 

UNESCO for Australia establishing Geoparks was also raised as an area of concern (SGS1). 
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Several stakeholders acknowledged their limited understanding about Geoparks and 

whether they were easily established or not. Some considered the process to be like establishing 

National parks (SGS4) and others raised concerns about managing the Geopark and reflected 

on the management structure and terms of reference (SGL4). There was a low level of 

responses with 32% indicating “neither agree nor disagree” and 31% not knowing whether 

Geoparks were easily established or not. Having acknowledged their limited awareness about 

Geoparks, stakeholders considered that having international recognition by having a Geopark 

established would be a positive aspect for the region and would be good for their towns (84%). 

6.5.2 The role of Geoparks 

When forum participants were asked for their perceptions about the role of Geoparks in 

promoting the geology of the area, 76% of participants perceived this to be the case by 

indicating that they agreed that Geoparks would promote the geology of the area. When asked 

about the role of Geoparks in education and science, there was a strong view that Geoparks 

were valuable for education (83%) and science (81%). This also extended to the role of 

Geoparks in assisting with conservation of the Geopark area (76%). 

Interviewed stakeholders were supportive in their perceptions about Geoparks as well as 

the geology and the landform as they applied to the Wheatbelt. They were also supportive about 

the role Geoparks might take in their region, particularly given the geological heritage, cultural 

connections, and uniqueness of fauna and flora associated with the granite outcrops which are 

all part of geotourism (SA2, SB1, SGL3, SGL4, SGL5, SGL6, SGS2, SGS4, SI1, SNG1, SP2, 

SP3, SP4). They were also supportive of geological education, environmental conservation, and 

awareness raising (SGL6, SGS3, SGS5, SI1, SNG4, SP3). 

Stakeholders were asked for their perceptions about the role of a Geopark to educate the 

community about the geology of the area. While having limited experience of Geoparks, 

stakeholders supported this role (SA1, SA2, SB1, SGL3, SGS1, SGS2, SGS4, SI1, SNG1, 

SNG5, SNG6, SP2, SP4) suggesting that the more the community were educated about the 

issue, the better for the Geopark concept. Forums were suggested as a means of increasing 

awareness of geology, geotourism, and Aboriginal culture (SA2, SGL1, SP2). Stakeholders 

also proposed a role for Geoparks to increase the awareness of European heritage across the 

Wheatbelt (SGL1), the need for conservation (SP4), and the health of the community (SGS4). 
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The opportunity to engage with schools at secondary and tertiary levels was also perceived to 

be a positive role for Geoparks (SB1, SGS1, SGS4, SI1, SNG4, SNG5, SP3). 

Stakeholders considered that there was value in developing the sciences associated with 

Geoparks such as geology, heritage, and archaeology (SA1, SGL3, SGS2, SGS3, SGS4, SI1, 

SI2, SNG4, SNG6, SP3, SP4), as well as the development of citizen science to engage rural 

communities in the Geopark (SNG2). Citizen science engages volunteers and non-scientific 

community members to collect and process data for science (Silvertown, 2009). 

In response to the suggestion that Geoparks might contribute to overcoming rural decline, 

some interviewees suggested that this was not the reason to establish a Geopark; for example, 

“there were any number of other reasons to do so other than to address rural decline” (SGS2) 

such as promoting Australia. Another interviewee suggested that consideration would need to 

be given to how each rural town within the Geopark boundary responded to sharing or 

becoming a tourism hub and whether they considered that they might be in competition with 

other neighbouring towns (SGS1). There was also the view that Geoparks were perceived as 

possible economic drivers and were supported by stakeholders on this basis (SA1, SGL2, 

SGL3, SGL4, SGS2, SI1, SNG2, SNG3, SNG4, SP2, SP4). 

The international standing of Geoparks was perceived to be of significant value to rural 

areas by creating a drawcard and attracting visitors to the area (SB1, SGL2, SP3). Stakeholders 

perceived international recognition under the UNESCO label to be a major factor associated 

with Geoparks (SB1, SGL3, SGL4, SGS3, SGS5, SI1, SI2, SNG4, SNG5, SNG6, SP1, SP2, 

SP3, SP4), with internet as well as digital and mobile technology having the ability to widely 

promote the Geopark concept (SGS2). Some stakeholders acknowledged that their lack of 

understanding about Geoparks limited their perceptions (SGS2); however, others perceived 

such international recognition as being achievable (SGS5, SP3). One stakeholder was not 

certain if international recognition worked (SGS1); however, another commented that it might 

work if there was more than one Geopark across Australia. This then could be packaged to 

generate that international recognition. This perception was also considered by stakeholders 

when packaging features within Geoparks as this could overcome a single feature focus so that 

visitors achieved more during their visit (SGS4). 

The role of Geoparks in conservation drew a mix of responses. Several stakeholders, 

having qualified their response, did not think conservation was the role of Geoparks. That was 
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considered more of a government role as legislation was in place for conservation measures. It 

was the State’s role to implement that legislation (SGS2, SNG4). Some saw the (tourism) 

development of the area warranting additional conservation measures to protect the resource 

(SB1, SGL3, SGS3, SNG6). On the other hand, some stakeholders perceived conservation to 

be a role of Geoparks particularly in relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage (SA2) and on the 

geology of the area to ensure that it was maintained and not defaced (SP3). The general 

conservation of the Geopark environs and heritage was also considered important (SGS5, SI1, 

SNG5, SP1, SP3, SP4), even if Geoparks were not a protection agency (SGS1). 

6.5.3 Geoparks can lead to job creation 

The seasonal variability in Australia, and Western Australia in particular, where its 

Mediterranean climate ranges from hot and dry summers to cold and wet winters implies a 

range of tourism seasons. This was perceived to be a challenge in the Wheatbelt region with a 

need to have available alternate forms of employment (SNG1, SGL1). There was a perceived 

need for incentives to drive tourism development (SNG1). The difficulties of creating and 

maintaining employment in rural areas was acknowledged by stakeholders (SGL6, SGS2). 

However, these difficulties were not perceived to be insurmountable (SNG2, SGS2) with the 

potential for engagement across the existing Wheatbelt industries to create economic incentives 

and opportunities within a Geopark (SA1, SA2, SGL1, SGL2, SGL3, SGL5, SGS1, SGL4, 

SGS3, SGS4, SGS5, SI1, SI2, SNG2, SNG4, SNG5, SP2, SP3, SP4). 

6.5.4 Geopark conflict with National Parks and nature reserves 

Some stakeholders linked the name Geopark with Australian National Parks (SGS1, 

SNG3, SNG6). Others observed the name Geopark to be a form of branding for a collective 

area; that there was more than the geology of the place and that it was a way of promoting the 

area (SGL1, SNG4, SP4). With tourists travelling through the Wheatbelt to other tourism 

destinations, a Geopark was also considered to be a way of attracting travellers to stop in rural 

towns along the routes (SB1, SGL1, SGL2, SP3). According to one interviewee, the term 

Geopark also introduced a perception of conflict for some businesses and government agencies 

with views that mining and pastoralism might be affected (SGS1). 

Geoparks have been perceived to conflict with National Parks and Nature reserves in 

Australia. The Federal and State governments in Australia believe that there is sufficient 

protection for geoheritage and that National Parks provided sufficient protection for geological 
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assets (Barnett, 2011; Murphy, 2011). Stakeholders mostly did not see this conflict (45%); 

rather, they perceived Geoparks to be complementary (SGL1, SGL2, SGL3, SGL5, SGL6, 

SGS2, SGS3, SNG2, SI1, SI2, SNG5, SNG6, SP1, SP2). Others saw Geoparks as a means of 

improving community understanding about culture and geoheritage (SA1, SGL2). However, 

several stakeholders proposed that conflict could occur if there was a clash over government 

funding and resources (SGL3, SP1). If UNESCO was involved at the Federal level, there might 

also be conflict with State involvement (SNG4).  

One interviewee, who indicated having no knowledge about Geoparks, commented that 

if the area is not significant enough to be a national park, then it should not conflict with 

National Parks (SB1). Having said that, the stakeholder indicated that some areas of National 

Parks were accessible whereas others were not, thus satisfying visitor needs, so why have 

Geoparks? This reflected the government position, reported above, which the stakeholder 

perceived as having “enough problems managing their own designated areas.” (SB1). There 

was also reference to a government attitude about boundaries and parks which were perceived 

to be fixed in terms of area and management, often excluding communities. This introduced 

the perception of conflict (SP3) whereas others perceived National Parks and Nature reserves 

could be part of a Geopark (SGS3, SGS4, SP4).  

When asked about any perceptions of conflict between Geoparks and National Parks, all 

stakeholders were of the view that National Parks might be included within a Geopark. This is 

the case in several UNESCO Global Geoparks including the former Kanawinka Geopark which 

included Mt Richmond National Park in Victoria, Australia. In other international jurisdictions 

such as France and Italy, former Nature Parks of Luberon and Pollino respectively have become 

Geoparks (UNESCO - Earth Sciences, 2018). The Fforest Fawr UNESCO Global Geopark 

comprises the western area of the Brecon Beacons National Park in England (Global Geopark 

Network, 2018a; Ramsay, 2017). 

6.5.5 State government involvement with Geoparks 

When stakeholders were asked whether the State government should be involved in the 

establishment and management of Geoparks the responses were quite clear (Table 6.2). 

Stakeholders (22%) indicated that Geoparks should be established by government; however, 

16% indicated that State government should not be involved with the establishment of 
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Geoparks. A further 35% neither agreed nor disagreed while 27% of stakeholders did not know 

whether government should be involved in the establishment of Geoparks.  

Table 6.2 Stakeholder responses (%) concerning establishment and management of the proposed Geopark. 

Stakeholder 

view 

Develop by 

Government 

Manage by 

Government 

Community 

based 

Local 

community 

managed 

Volunteers 

establish 

Volunteers 

manage 

Strongly agree 5 4 17 23 8 8 

Agree 17 13 49 51 47 40 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 35 32 11 7 17 27 

Disagree 13 13 3 4 3 4 

Strongly 

disagree 3 3 0 1 0 0 

Don't know 27 35 20 14 25 21 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

When asked whether government should be involved in the management of Geoparks, 

17% indicated that they agreed that they should, while 32% were undecided, and 16% 

disagreed that State government should be involved in the management of Geoparks. The 

management of Geoparks and National Parks and Nature reserves was considered a potential 

conflict (SGS5); however, others perceived the management of both to be complementary with 

each adding value to the other (SI1, SI2). 

The respondents (66%) indicated that they perceived Geoparks to be driven by 

community interests, with 74% of participants indicating that the community should be 

involved in managing Geoparks. The role of volunteers was also viewed positively with 

respondents indicating that volunteers should be involved in the establishment (55%) and 

management (48%) of Geoparks. However, respondents chose to record “don’t know” if 

volunteers should be involved in establishment (25%) and management (21%). 

The role of the development of a Geopark brought different perceptions from the 

interviewed stakeholders. Some believed that government should have the responsibility of 

establishing and developing Geoparks (SNG1, SNG6), particularly where specific sites were 

concerned, whereas other interviewees did not want government involvement (SGL1, SGS1, 

SGS3, SI1, SNG4, SP2, SP3). Several stakeholders perceived a joint management cooperative 

would be best where government, business, and community worked together (SGL2, SGL3). 

Some perceived that waiting for government to establish and manage Geoparks would bring 
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disappointment (SGS2), but it was acknowledged that there was a role for government 

recognition of Geoparks (SA2, SGL2, SI2, SP1, SP2). There was also a perceived role for other 

regional bodies such as the State Development Commissions to be engaged (SGL1). There 

were several responses about the possible management of a proposed Geopark with stakeholders 

wanting to ensure flexibility for decision-making (SNG2, SNG6), notwithstanding that two 

stakeholders had difficulty in understanding what a Geopark was (SGS4, SNG3). 

Issues over land tenure were also raised. When asked for their perceptions about 

Geoparks being managed by government, several interviewed stakeholders argued that this 

should not be the case (SA1, SGS1, SGS2, SGS3, SI1, SNG1) due to existing issues with 

government land management and a lack of funding for existing land management. Other 

stakeholders were unsure (SGL3, SNG6), particularly depending on land tenure such as 

whether large amounts of government land were involved (SGL5). There was a preference for 

Geoparks to be managed by community-led organisations (SA1, SGL2, SNG1, SP2), with the 

role for government perceived to be one of support through marketing and promotion (SGL1, 

SI1, SI2). 

Concern was also raised about existing land management responsibilities such as State 

government agencies being thinly spread across the Wheatbelt and unable to satisfactorily 

manage allocated lands. The establishment of a Geopark was perceived to be a means to 

alleviate this issue by introducing more resources (SGL2, SGL4). The size of Geoparks was 

also considered to be a matter for deliberation as scale would impact management ability 

(SGS1). Government agencies were thought to be better able to provide support through 

marketing and promotion (SP3); however, having the Geoparks being community based was 

the best form of management (SGL2, SGL4, SGS1, SI1, SP1, SP4). 

6.5.6 Geoparks promote local tourism activities and events 

Most stakeholders considered that Geoparks would assist in promoting existing local 

tourist activities (76%), cultural values (72%), and would encourage local communities to 

participate in tourism events (72%) and activities (67%). 

Working with local communities is a key feature of Geoparks, and interviewed 

stakeholders responded positively with their perceptions of the role of Geoparks in promoting 

local tourist activities seeing this as an essential aspect of Geoparks, as well as creating new 

ventures (SA1, SA2, SGL3, SGL5, SGS2, SI1, SI2, SNG5, SNG6, SP2, SP3, SP4). Several 



152 

 

stakeholders noted that the Geopark concept had not been fully promoted in the Wheatbelt; 

however, there would be local business and community interest in working with and within 

Geoparks if one were established (SGL1, SI1, SP3). 

Stakeholder perceptions of a Geopark’s role in building on local cultural values were 

positive with support for this aspect (SGS1, SGS4, SNG1, SI1, SI2, SNG2, SNG5, SP1, SP2). 

The role and engagement of Aboriginal people and communities was also emphasised (SA1, 

SA2, SGL2, SGL3, SGL4, SGL6, SGS2, SGS4, SGS5, SNG1, SNG2, SNG4, SNG6, SP3, 

SP4), particularly for conveying the cultural significance of some sites (SA1, SGL2, SGL3). 

Other stakeholders commented on the early explorer and settler cultural heritage within the 

Wheatbelt region and the importance of capturing it (SGL3, SGS3). 

Stakeholders perceived that having a Geopark in place would encourage further 

participation in tourism (SGL1, SGS1, SGS2, SGS3, SGS5, SI1, SI2, SNG4, SNG6, SP2, SP4) 

and that, with the international recognition of Geoparks, there was the potential for 

development of underutilised tourism opportunities (SA2, SGL1). Having a Geopark might 

lead to additional connections across the Wheatbelt, something that has been missing for some 

time (SGL3). 

6.5.7 Geoparks are community-based areas of interest 

There were strong perceptions that local community members, both Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal, should be involved to bring a sense of community into the Geopark (SGL1, SGL3, 

SGS2, SGS3, SGS4, SNG2, SNG5, SP2). When asked about what formed the community, 

others indicated that the local business community was also an essential contributor (SGL3) as 

well as external community groups such as bird watchers, campers, and other travellers 

(SNG6). Stakeholders considered that government would be limited in its ability to establish 

and manage Geoparks; however, there was also thought to be a role for government to provide 

support to Geoparks (SGL3, SI1). 

As UNESCO Geoparks are community-based and community-driven concepts, it is 

important to have volunteer support. Stakeholders perceived Geoparks as requiring volunteer 

support (SA2, SGL3, SI1) with some indicating that at some time Geoparks would require paid 

workers as the organisation level grew (SA2, SGL5). Stakeholder views about volunteer roles 

in management indicated a level of support (SA1, SGS3, SP2); however, there was an 
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underlying perception that as the Geopark developed there should be some paid employment 

(SA2, SGS4, SNG6). 

Stakeholders were supportive of the community-led concept with local community and 

its members being involved with Geopark establishment, development, and management (SA2, 

SGL2, SGL3, SGL4, SGS1, SGS2, SGS3, SI1, SI2, SNG6, SP3, SP4). The Wheatbelt has a 

very high level of volunteerism (SNG1); however, there is a high degree of volunteer burnout 

amid reduced populations (SGS1, SGL2) where volunteers have taken on too much in the past, 

particularly with community events (SNG2, SNG4, SNG5). Remaining individuals, rather than 

groups, are now more engaged in volunteer activities as the rural town populations decline 

(SNG1). The LGAs were perceived to be key agents in this local community involvement 

(SA1, SB1, SGL2).  

Several stakeholders, again acknowledging their limited knowledge about Geoparks, 

suggested that more education would be required to encourage community engagement (SA2, 

SNG4). Other stakeholders flagged that differing land tenures might introduce a level of 

complexity about community involvement and this would require government involvement 

(SGS1, SGS5). This was not seen to be detracting from community involvement; rather, it was 

a perceived challenge to be addressed (SGS5). Another challenge was in identifying “the 

community” given the proposed scale of the Geopark and having appropriate involvement 

(SGL5, SGS1, SNG5). 

NVivo11 analysis of interviews (Figure 6.12) regarding perceptions about Geoparks 

showed that people and communities had a strong role to play in establishing Geoparks. 

Government and tourism were also key aspects to developing Geoparks. 
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Figure 6.12 Interviewee’s perceptions about Geoparks (Top 50 words from interviews). 

6.5.8 Conclusion - stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks 

Perceptions about Geoparks attracted the most attention of stakeholders. Geoparks were 

perceived to be an opportunity for business growth and job creation; however, there were also 

perceptions about government and community roles that raised areas to be discussed to remove 

conflicts over establishment and management of Geoparks. Overall, stakeholders did not 

consider that there should be conflict between Geoparks and National Parks and considered 

that there was a complementary relationship between the two. They considered that having 

international recognition was a positive benefit for rural areas, and that exposure would lead to 

increased tourism and tourists. Stakeholders were adamant that local communities should be 

consulted and involved as participants and should be leaders in the administration and 

management of a Geopark. 

Stakeholders perceived the role of a Geopark as providing positive outcomes for rural 

communities from education, science, and conservation. These were factors considered 

important to stakeholders for their areas and for community participation in the Geopark. This 

positive attitude can be a result of being included in the consultation for the research and as a 

possible means of engaging and improving their local communities. Having a positive response 

from local communities can assist in establishing tourism projects, improving tourists’ 

experiences, and promotion by word-of-mouth of the tourism experience among tourists (Abas 
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& Hanafiah, 2014). Previous research finds that people who perceive that they or their 

community might benefit (social exchange theory) are also likely to be supportive (Andereck 

et al., 2005). This perception is supported by research into stakeholder perceptions about the 

Villuercas-Ibores-Jara Geopark in Spain 3 years following its declaration. The Geopark has 

similar features to the Wheatbelt region, with an aging population and limited tourism 

development. Although only 30% of the sample population were involved in tourism, most 

favoured the declaration of the Geopark believing that it would good in terms of employment 

and conservation of natural and cultural heritage (Cercas & Fernández, 2016). In a similar post-

Geopark establishment study of the Mt. Huaying Grand Canyon Geological Park, Linshui 

County, in the eastern Sichuan Province, China, Fanwei (2014) found high levels of satisfaction 

associated with the Geopark and that participants were willing to participate in park business 

and management. These positive outcomes from local communities indicate the potential of 

having Geoparks in Australia if they are implemented in a satisfactory manner, which includes 

engaging local communities. 

6.6 Stakeholder Perceptions about Creating a Geopark 

Stakeholder perceptions about creating a Geopark provides scope for determining 

whether the concept should be pursued or not. Mostly, the communities within the study area 

were “tourism aware” and observed that activities aimed to attract visitors and create 

employment were positive opportunities. Stakeholder perceptions were sought to gauge how 

stakeholders would accept the establishment of a Geopark in their area, their understanding of 

the difficulties perceived in establishing a Geopark, and their support for an aspiring Geopark.  

When asked about their perceptions about creating a Geopark, stakeholders saw 

opportunities for cooperation, job creation, and the development of tourism in their areas (SI2). 

One interviewee outlined the view “I'm not saying that they should be … I think it’s got to be 

a collaborative and cooperative approach from community, business, and government” 

(SGL2). Other interviewees indicated that the approach to creating a Geopark would need to 

have the support of government (SI2, SP1). Including regional organisations such as regional 

tourism bodies was perceived to be important (SNG2). The role of Federal and State 

governments was also considered important for providing infrastructure, tourism facilities, and 

for negotiations with UNESCO (SI2). There was also a perception that a Geopark would bring 

vibrancy to communities and that there would be economic benefits associated with it (SGL2, 
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SNG2). Activities such as tours, community events, and research within the Geopark were 

perceived to be positive for Geoparks (SGS4, SGS5). 

Another stakeholder indicated that it was not just about financial matters but also about 

community (SP2). Also, Reconciliation Action Plans were being developed in rural towns to 

better engage with Aboriginal people and communities and to have local community 

interaction (SA1). These plans are an initiative for reconciliation with Aboriginal people 

(Reconciliation Australia, 2017). 

While some stakeholders indicated their support, they also reiterated that they did not 

know much about Geoparks (SGL6). They sought more information before they felt qualified 

to respond further (SGL4, SNG3). One stakeholder queried whether the Geopark would take 

away the responsibility of others for managing their vested lands (SGL4). Others queried what 

would happen if others did not support the Geopark concept; however, there was a perception 

that these objections could be managed (SP3) and having the community on-side was perceived 

to be important (SI1). 

The real benefits being experienced by regional areas in China and Europe that had 

adopted Geoparks were raised with comments referring to job creation, rural areas becoming 

viable again, and experiencing increased numbers of tourists (SI1, SI2). 

6.6.1 Community capacity 

Local community support for establishing a Geopark was considered necessary as their 

contributions as volunteers or businesses would lead to the success or failure of the Geopark. 

Having acknowledgement of the Geopark, infrastructure and support was considered valuable 

(SNG1). Stakeholders perceived this to be essential as without their interest, passion, and support 

the concept was not going to work (SGL3, SGL6, SNG1, SNG4) although there was also 

consideration that capacity could be built into the community (SGL3). The concept of capability 

was also raised particularly in an aging and mobile community (SNG4), as well as funding to 

initiate the process of establishing a Geopark (SNG6). The support of the LGAs was also 

considered to be contributing towards capacity in the community (SGL4, SP4). 

Local community capacity to support a Geopark was considered available by 60% of 

participants while 27% did not know whether there was capacity in the community to support 

a Geopark proposal. Following discussions with participants after the completion of the 
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questionnaire, much of this hesitation stemmed from participants not having enough 

information about Geoparks and a general reticence to take on additional workloads. This is 

further explored under the next theme (Section 6.7). 

6.6.2 Existing tourism activities in the study area 

Existing tourism activities contributing to the concept of a Geopark was considered 

valuable in initiating the Geopark. Stakeholders recognised several activities such as 

wildflower walks and drive trails which would fit into the Geopark model, but it required some 

investment, marketing, and maintenance support to improve them (SGL4, SNG1, SP4). Some 

areas for potential visitation within the proposed Geopark area were considered too fragile and 

required protective work before being incorporated into an active program (SP4). One 

stakeholder commented that the proposed Geopark should be operating as a Geopark for some 

time before nominating for Global status, implying that there should be tourism activities in 

place (SI1). 

Interviewed stakeholders were positive about their local areas and nominated local 

geosites as well as flora, fauna, and cultural heritage that would enhance a Geopark in their 

region. Stakeholders identified existing tourism activities within the research area including:  

• The Granite Way (Appendix E), a self-drive tour across the Wheatbelt that visited 

several geosites.  

• Aboriginal tourism business initiatives have been initiated and might be expanded 

(SA2, SNG1). With the impending settlement of Noongar Native Title in the 

region, this would provide an impetus for more Aboriginal businesses to develop 

including tourism (SNG1).  

• There were biodiversity and cultural hotspots within the area that could be 

developed with visitors being informed and hence valuing the sites (SA2, SNG1, 

SNG4, SP2).  

• Geocaching and geo-trails were raised as a means of encouraging visitors to be 

active within the area (SGS5, SNG1, SNG3).  

• Agri-tourism and astronomy have been trialled in some rural towns and on farms 

(SGL3). Engagement with local people and communities, having local 
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communities develop a sense of pride, and feeling special about their place were 

perceived to be important aspects of establishing a Geopark (SI1). 

6.6.3 Conclusion of Interview stakeholder perceptions about creating a Geopark 

There was recognition by stakeholders that to become a Global Geopark the support of 

the Federal Government would be required, and this would only eventuate if the State 

government endorsed the nomination for global status (SP1). Mechanisms are being developed 

to address this situation including national and state-based committees to build a constituency 

across industries including academia, geology, mining, and tourism (SGS1, SP1). 

In Australia, a top-down approach was taken to establish the National Landscapes 

Program (NLP) which were areas of focus for Federal Government agencies, Parks Australia 

and Tourism Australia, to promote Australia’s natural assets on the international tourism 

market (Director of National Parks Australia, 2012; Schofield, 2013). This has now largely 

failed as the Federal agencies withdrew funding for NLP management (R. Hillman, 2018a). 

“This combined government approach might have worked with Geoparks as the NLP had all 

the ingredients to be Geoparks” (SGS1). 

Overall, stakeholders were positive about creating a Geopark notwithstanding that most 

had not knowingly visited a Geopark. Stakeholders indicated that they would be prepared to 

share their towns with visitors and would be willing participants in the creation of a Geopark. 

They perceived that local businesses and LGAs were supportive of the establishment of a 

Geopark and would be willing to contribute through a range of measures including in-kind 

marketing and promotion. Stakeholders were uncertain about government support, other than 

LGAs, for Geoparks. However, several stakeholders perceived that State government land and 

tourism agencies would likely be supportive, as they would be involved in land management 

within a Geopark as well as in marketing and promotion of tourism assets. 

Most interviewed stakeholders considered establishing a Geopark as a relatively simple 

process; however, they were keen to ensure community consultation and participation took 

place. Stakeholders considered that there was support from LGAs. This reflected the role of 

LGAs in providing a healthy community and business environment. Engaging stakeholders in 

the creation of a Geopark was perceived to bring about a new energy in the community. Having 

community engagement was perceived to provide a level of control over the creation of a 

Geopark, rather than leaving it in the hands of government.  
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The reality of the complexity of establishing a Geopark was possibly underestimated by 

stakeholders. There is a formal process to be undertaken to achieve Global Geopark status with 

the recognition of UNESCO and this process may take up to 3 to 4 years depending on available 

information, leadership, and resources (UNESCO, 2016a). The process is outlined in Appendix 

A and in Chapter 4 and is not expanded further here. The communities did have the view that 

establishing a Geopark would bring communities together with common aims of tourism, 

business growth, and job creation. 

6.7 Stakeholder Contribution to a Geopark 

It was considered important by the researcher to determine whether there was a 

perception of support for establishing a Geopark. This was required prior to formal 

commitments and actions being initiated to commence the Geopark process for the aspiring 

Wheatbelt Geopark. This knowledge would avoid creating unrealistic expectations by, and of, 

the communities engaged in the Geopark creation and management processes.  

As stated previously, Geoparks require stakeholder collaboration, contributions, and 

support to ensure that they operate in a fully functioning manner. In addition to perceiving 

whether there was capacity within the community to assist in developing and managing a 

Geopark, participants were asked if they, as individuals and associated businesses, would be 

willing to contribute to a range of volunteer roles ranging from committee work to information 

technology (see below). Volunteer time is important in communities as it enables individuals 

to meet and share experiences and build community collateral. Verbal comments received from 

forum participants suggested that community volunteers were almost “over-engaged” and 

“burnt out”; however, there remained a section of the community keen to participate in their 

areas of interest. Notwithstanding this feeling, participants responded to nominated roles (see 

below) as to whether they would contribute as volunteers to a proposed Geopark. 

Without stakeholder contributions in terms of time and energy, there would be little point 

in moving forward with the concept.  

6.7.1 Interviewed stakeholders’ reflections about contributions to a Geopark 

Stakeholders interviewed provided a range of responses reflecting their perceptions of 

what the community, and themselves personally, would be willing to contribute. “The 

development of the Geopark is something that the communities don’t have the wherewithal to 

do but would have to contribute to have ownership” (SGS2). The role of the community was 
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perceived to be one of ensuring that visitors had a good experience (SGS2) and there was a 

need to ensure that the local community was, and remained, supportive of the Geopark (SB1, 

SGL1, SI1, SGL3, SGS4, SNG3, SNG4). The overall concept of the Geopark and its impact 

on local communities was not perceived as being significant; rather, it would be small and 

niche oriented (SGL1). 

There was a view that government would support the Geopark proposal; however, the 

current (State government) budget meant that there were not the funds to provide financial 

support (SGS2). Fund raising, grant writing, and marketing require a skill set that not many 

people have but there is still a need to engage communities in these activities (SGL2, SGL3, 

SGL4, SGS3, SGS4, SNG2, SNG3, SNG4, SP1, SP2, SP4). With the development of the 

proposed Geopark, local communities could also be engaged in physical activities such as 

environmental projects and trail maintenance as well as tour leading (SGS4, SGS5). 

Some local government authorities were also identified as needing support to bring them 

along the tourism pathway as their focus within their limited budgets remained on roads, rates 

and rubbish; diversifying their local economies; and creating vibrant communities (SGL1, 

SGL4, SGS4). There were already in place many volunteer-based community groups such as 

Heritage committees, Tidy Towns, and Tourism Bureaux that provide a level of engagement 

for local communities and these could support the Geopark proposal by providing a local 

perspective (SGL1, SGL2, SGL3). These community groups often receive LGA support and 

this would be required for a Geopark community group (SGL6). Some stakeholders perceived 

a need for coordinators or community development officers to provide capacity building and 

facilitation (SGL4). Local schools could contribute as would city-based schools that regularly 

visit rural areas (SGL2, SGL4), including tertiary institutions (SGS4, SNG4). Research that 

was being conducted needed to be fed back to local communities, so that they could improve 

their contributions to the Geopark (SNG5). 

The role of Aboriginal people and communities was also perceived to be essential to 

provide their perspective of cultural heritage (SGL2). 

Stakeholder contributions to Geoparks introduced a range of measures including 

government support but not their management of Geoparks. Interviewed stakeholders 

perceived local communities to be the mainstay of Geoparks if the concept of Geoparks was to 

be initiated, and this included working with LGAs 
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6.7.2 Forum participant contributions to a Geopark 

Despite considerable reliance on declining and aging rural populations for volunteer roles, 

many forum participants indicated that they would be willing to be involved in establishing and 

managing Geoparks including fund raising, marketing, and promotion as well as providing local 

support such as in schools or guiding local tours. Stakeholders who owned a business indicated 

that they would be willing to contribute towards the establishment of a Geopark and this 

included in-kind advertising, marketing and promotion, sponsorship, and job creation. Having 

the contribution and support of businesses is essential in establishing a Geopark. 

Stakeholders considered that Geoparks would contribute to their communities through 

business growth and job creation which ultimately would lead to better community 

environments. Local businesses can start by changing marketing and promotional materials to 

reflect that they are in a Geopark. Participants with businesses indicated their willingness to 

take such initiatives when completing questionnaires and interviews. Cafes and restaurants 

within the Geopark could also develop menus that reflect linkages to geoheritage (Farsani et 

al., 2012; Zouros & Eder, 2004). In return, having the benefit of being in a Geopark, and 

enhancing and promoting a regional brand, would bring business growth and create 

employment (McKeever & Zouros, 2005). 

To determine the level of support, forum participants were asked to consider what roles 

they might volunteer to undertake towards establishing and managing a Geopark. Ten volunteer 

roles were nominated (committee work, education programs, marketing, fund raising, personal 

time for any task, coordination of events, research programs, promotion, grant applications, 

and information technology) Some participants elected not to complete the request while others 

indicated the role(s) they considered most important. There was consistency in most of 

responses which provides an indication of the perceptions of the participants. The frequencies 

in 0 reflect those participants who responded in full. 

6.7.3 Stakeholder contributions to a Geopark - Businesses 

This theme sought to identify those stakeholders who were operating a business in the study 

area and what they might contribute to an aspiring Geopark. The quantitative results to these 

statements Table 6.3 indicate responses for business owners, some who did not respond to all 

aspects of the statements in Section 5 of the questionnaire (Appendix L). The results revealed a 

positive level of engagement and support would be forthcoming from local business owners.  
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Table 6.3 Participant responses (%) to business ownership and levels of support. Only business owners were 

asked to respond to subsequent questions. 

Response Own a Business 

Provide Current 

Tourism 

Experiences 

See business 

opportunity in 

Geopark 

Would support a 

Geopark 

Yes 36 20 28 28 

No 48 24 12 11 

No Response 16 56 60 61 

Total 100 100 100 100 

This subtheme asked stakeholders whether they owned and operated a business in the 

Geopark area, what role that business took, and whether they would promote a Geopark in their 

own promotions. None of the stakeholders interviewed were business owners in the study area; 

however, they contributed their perceptions about what was possible in the Geopark area.  

Future forums and community meetings were proposed by stakeholders to explore and 

develop business opportunities, to engage with businesses to attract further investment, and 

ultimately to have business contributing towards the Geopark (SGS2). Obtaining economic 

detail on rural businesses and their interaction with tourists was difficult (SGN4). 

There was a perception that local businesses are part of the community, not isolated, and 

would want to be part of the community involved with—and embracing—the Geopark concept 

(SA2, SGL6, SI1, SI2, SP2), working together and adding value to the area (SA1), marketing 

the area, and growing their businesses (SA2, SP1). Increasing local business awareness of 

tourism, its demands requiring services to be open in evenings, and its positive impacts on local 

businesses were also raised (SA2, SGL3, SGL4, SNG5, SP4). Some businesses in rural areas 

are not just shop fronts but include farming enterprises and other agricultural producers that 

can provide additional tourism services including on-farm accommodation, farm tours, and 

information. They can also be a source of support for marketing the area and sponsorship of 

events (SB1, SGL1, SGL3, SNG3) but are often time poor (SGL2). Local businesses would 

need to be committed to the Geopark concept rather than living a rural lifestyle, or their support 

could not be expected (SGL3). Some local businesses had not engaged with the business of 

natural spaces and trails (SGS5) while other existing businesses were showing signs of age and 

need to be improved (SB1). 

Some of the local businesses that might also contribute to the Geopark include vehicle 

and caravan mechanics, tyre fitters, and others who had benefitted from servicing the caravan 
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and mobile home travellers, and this would be part of an awareness-raising program across the 

Wheatbelt (SGL4, SGL6, SGS3, SNG5, SNG6). Additional tourism activities contributing to 

the Geopark that could be adopted by businesses include astronomy (star gazing), storytelling, 

and walking tours (SGS4). 

Raising funds for the Geopark through local businesses was considered difficult if the 

focus was on levies (SGL6); however, in-kind marketing and promotion was considered a 

better option. 

Government support through minimising “red tape” of bureaucratic and regulatory 

barriers was also perceived as a necessary means of support for local businesses and 

encouraging investment (SB1, SGS1, SNG4). Businesses involving local Aboriginal 

communities were also perceived as being a positive contribution to the Geopark concept 

(SA1). 

While not regarded as local businesses, stakeholders also considered LGAs as 

contributors to the marketing and promotion programs for the Geopark and this might be 

achieved by producing number plates with Geopark logos and the design of office stationery 

with Geopark letterheads (SGL6). LGAs also have a role in maintaining facilities at parking 

areas such as ablutions and rubbish bins (SGS4). 

Consideration was also given to the level of tourism development. There needed to be 

planning to ensure that tourism development was appropriate (SB1). External businesses were 

considered essential in the early stages and then later to maintain the Geopark development. 

As more tourists arrive then local businesses providing accommodation, food, and fuel would 

grow (SP3). 

The results from the questionnaires at forums are presented as quantitative outputs in 

Table 6.3. While 36% of forum participants were business owners, they showed a relatively 

high level of support (28%) for the Geopark proposal.  

6.7.4 Conclusion of stakeholder contributions to a Geopark 

Stakeholders perceived there to be a strong commitment from the community to be 

involved and wanting to contribute to the creation of a Geopark in the Wheatbelt. While some 

roles such as grant writing, promotion, and research were perceived to require specialist skills, 

there were other roles that community members would be keen to fulfil. Although none of the 
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interviewees operated a business in the study area, they perceived that businesses would be 

interested in any opportunities for business growth and to create local employment. This was 

supported by forum participants who were business operators within the Geopark area. 

Stakeholders also considered the roles of government in contributing to a Geopark. 

Federal government was perceived to be one of oversight, international marketing, and support 

with some funding contribution. State government, with its land management responsibilities, 

was perceived to continue managing land it controlled and might also contribute seed funding 

and marketing as its contribution to a Geopark. LGAs were thought to be the main contributing 

level of government although stakeholders raised awareness of the already heavy workloads 

associated with their community duties. 

6.8 Adding areas of Interest and Value to Create a Geoparks 

Adding areas of interest or value to a proposed Geopark required stakeholders to have 

knowledge about the area being studied. Several stakeholders had no knowledge of the study 

area or of Geoparks and did not respond to this section. Other stakeholders were able to 

nominate specific activities and geosites within the study area that would add value to the 

proposed Geopark. 

Participants were requested to record whether they perceived that there were any features 

they would consider sharing with tourists and other visitors within the study area. There were 

four categories nominated; that is, areas of geological, Aboriginal, European/Settler, and fauna 

and flora. Following completion of the questionnaire at each forum, and following an 

information session on Geoparks, a discussion session was also conducted to see if additional 

areas or features of significance could be identified. The outcomes of these sessions are listed 

in Appendix O. They are not discussed in this section. The qualitative responses recorded on 

the questionnaire are discussed below (frequency details are in Appendix N). 

The results indicate that there were few perceived areas of conflict associated with the 

concept of a Geopark observed within the rural communities that participated in this research. 

Rather, each community participating in the research supported any form of tourism including 

activities and events that could be introduced into their regions as this would provide 

opportunities for business growth, job creation, and population increase. Stakeholders from 

forums and interviews viewed the Geopark concept as a positive model that would bring 

stakeholders together to provide a common direction in community and sustainable tourism 
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development. Negative perceptions related to the use of the word “park” in Geopark, 

competition for resources, and government policies supporting existing conservation areas, and 

against the establishment of Geoparks. There was also a view of “green” impacts on potential 

exploration, mining, and pastoralism due to Geoparks’ association with UNESCO. Several 

stakeholders held the view that UNESCO was considered environmentally focused and this 

would impact commercial operations within the Geopark. These matters will be addressed in 

Chapter 7. It does need to be restated that, other than international stakeholders and one private 

stakeholder interviewed, no other stakeholders in this research had knowingly visited a 

Geopark. Therefore, the results are reflective of stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks which 

is the focus of this research.  

6.8.1 Geological significance 

Participants (76%) indicated that they were aware of areas of geological significance in 

the study area. There was repetition in the nomination of geological sites; however, the 

significant granite outcrops included Kokerbin, Mt Caroline, Mt Stirling, and Yorkrakine 

Rocks being the most mentioned. The salt river paleo channels were also identified as worthy 

of interpretation. 

6.8.2 Aboriginal cultural significance 

When responding to whether there were areas of Aboriginal significance in the study 

area, participants (65%) were also of the view that the study area held areas of interest. There 

was recognition that any sites being nominated would require Aboriginal endorsement and 

participation before being used for tourism. Notably, many of the granite outcrops, some of 

which were nominated for their gnamma holes, were observed to be of Aboriginal significance. 

Gnamma holes are naturally occurring holes on granite outcrops and managed by Aboriginal 

people as a water resource. Historically, the gnamma holes were covered with branches and 

sheets of granite to protect stored water (Western Australian Museum, 2017). Other sites 

identified include the confluence of salt rivers and areas that include rock paintings and caves. 

6.8.3 European/Settler/Early Explorer cultural significance 

Participants (57%) considered that there were sites of European/Settler/Early Explorer 

significance that could be included in the interpretation of the Geopark. Sites listed by the 

forum participants that were developed by early explorers which were of potential importance 

included town sites, wells, fences and homesteads, mining sites, water storage areas (including 
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where granite rocks were modified using stone channels to provide water runoff such as Toapin 

Weir), and the Mundaring-Kalgoorlie pipeline. 

6.8.4 Significant flora presence 

Participants (66%) indicated that they perceived there to be flora of significance. Several 

participants referred to previous flora surveys that indicated rare and endangered species to be 

present and that the study area was within the World Biodiversity Hotspot of southwest of WA. 

Native bush foods such as the quandong (Santalum acuminatum) and sandalwood (Santalum 

spicatum) were also local and important. There was also reference to the range of wildflowers 

within the study area and on specific reserves such as Quairading Nature Reserve. 

6.8.5 Significant fauna presence 

Participants (66%) indicated that the black flanked wallaby (Petrogale lateralis lateralis) 

was most known in the study area. Kangaroos (Macropus robustus), echidnas (Tachyglossus 

aculeatus), as well as various unnamed species of spiders, lizards, skinks, and snakes were 

mentioned as animals not often seen by tourists. Possums and collectively “small marsupials” 

were also recorded. Resident and seasonal birds were also identified as significant species. 

Participants also considered the origins of the fauna, through evolution associated with the 

ancient landscape, to be a significant aspect for the study area. The value of granite outcrops 

to Wheatbelt fauna has been documented by Morris (2000). 

6.8.6 NVivo11 Analysis of forum stakeholder’s contributions about adding value to 

the proposed Geopark 

The NVivo11 word-cloud (Figure 6.13) was derived from the qualitative records 

recorded at the forums in response to stakeholder recommendations for value-adding to the 

proposed Geopark. A key focus from the stakeholders at the forums was about the local granite 

outcrops, namely Mount Kokerbin and Mount Stirling. Mount Caroline was also highly 

regarded. These key features are located centrally within the proposed Geopark. Aboriginal 

cultural connections and contributions to the Geopark were considered linked to the granite 

outcrops. Both flora and fauna, such as wallabies and echidnas, were regarded as valuable 

features for the proposed Geopark. 
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Figure 6.13 Adding geological value to the proposed Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA from stakeholder input 

about adding value (NVivo11 word-cloud). 

6.9 Funding the Creation and Maintenance of a Geopark 

There are significant financial costs associated with developing a Geopark (UNESCO, 

2014a). The creation and maintenance of a Geopark requires funding to meet costs associated 

with planning, research, communications, as well as ongoing Geopark administration, 

management, and operations. Obtaining stakeholders’ perceptions about funding the creation 

of a Geopark was considered important, as was gauging where they considered funding might 

be derived from.  

In the questionnaire, participants were requested to provide their perceptions of where 

funds should be derived from, or raised, to fund the Geopark. Ten options were provided 

including community events, business, government, grants, and user-pays approaches. 

Stakeholder responses (Table 6.4) showed a strong preference for souvenirs (76%), 

government funding (49%), and a percentage of business turnover (61%) while there was very 

little support for a business levy (40%). 



168 

 

Table 6.4 Stakeholder respondent’s responses (%) to different fundraising measures. 

Method of Fund 

raising  

Questionnaire responses (%) 

Strongly 

Agree Agree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Don’t 

Know 

No 

Response 

Souvenirs 24 52 11 3 0 5 5 

Levy 4 19 24 32 8 8 5 

Membership 9 31 29 12 1 11 7 

Royalty 4 35 24 11 5 16 5 

Percentage of 

turnover 9 52 16 4 9 0 9 

Govt grants 9 52 16 4 9 0 9 

Govt Funding 27 47 8 1 1 8 8 

Crowd Funding 20 29 20 5 1 17 6 

Events 4 32 23 19 7 11 5 

Stakeholders were also asked about other sources of funding opportunities. Stakeholders 

suggested holding think tanks and forums to enable local communities to be creative in 

sourcing funds (SA2, SNG6, SP2) whereas other stakeholders indicated existing grant 

programs such as heritage, lotteries, and recreation opportunities as well as business and 

philanthropists (SGL1, SGS4, SNG2, SNG6, SP1, SP2). LGAs were perceived as providing 

ongoing support which might be in the form of grant writing for specific projects or 

coordinating projects within the Geopark (SNG5). One stakeholder suggested approaching 

international sources including UNESCO (SNG4). Several other funding opportunities were 

proposed by participants including: 

• Funding raised and administrated by local government;  

• Independent (non-government) grants; for example, Lotterywest and Gunduwa 

Regional Conservation Association (a private not-for-profit organisation); 

• Investors: Setting up a registered business to run the Geopark as a commercial 

operation;  

• Setting up a Geopark Association; Setting up a Geopark Cooperative; with all or any 

combination of this approach; 

• Local government in-kind support through the use of office space and other resources; 

• Corporate funding; 
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• International bodies’ support through grants and other funding measures; 

• Philanthropists; 

• Mining companies and large companies looking to partake in some “corporate social 

responsibility” projects; 

• Private/business/government/ donations in-kind; and 

• Tollgate to the park. 

6.9.1 Interviewed stakeholder perceptions about funding the creation of a Geopark 

Given that most stakeholders had no knowledge about Geoparks, the questions about 

funding could only be addressed by asking for stakeholder perceptions about what might be 

required. Stakeholders considered a range of Federal, State, and LGA sources that might 

contribute funds; however, it was difficult for them to contribute knowingly as they did not 

have enough knowledge about Geoparks. There was a perception that having established a 

Geopark and initiated tourism within the area, government would take notice and in due course 

lend assistance. Bringing the community along with the Geopark concept was also perceived 

to be a requirement, as this would lead to future positive political influence about Geoparks. 

Engaging with local businesses would also lead to business growth and job creation. 

Stakeholders also suggested that developing business and strategic plans would assist 

with funding opportunities and set out a clear agenda for the Geopark. 

When prompted to provide their perceptions about specific fundraising measures such as 

business levies and community fund-raising activities, stakeholders considered these to be 

difficult to implement; furthermore, they queried whether they would raise enough funds. 

Applying for government grants was positive for seed funding; however, ongoing government 

funding was considered unsustainable. Other means of funding that stakeholders considered 

achievable included the sale of souvenirs and businesses providing a percentage of turnover. 

One of the most supported options was to engage with LGAs and establish local community 

committees that would work on grants, business engagement, and other external opportunities. 

6.10 Awareness of Aboriginal Cultural Significance 

At each forum, stakeholders indicated that they were aware of the cultural sensitivities 

associated with accessing areas of Aboriginal importance. These cultural sensitivities are well 

established within the broader community with, for example, authors such as (Bindon, 1997) 



170 

 

noting “For Aboriginal people, inselbergs provided or facilitated access to a wide range of 

resources other than water, but water was and remains crucial to human occupation of much of 

Western Australia” (p. 193).  

There was also a strong recognition and emphasis on the need for Aboriginal engagement 

with the Geopark process. The forum participants were resolute in including Aboriginal 

heritage, dreaming stories, and participation in Geopark establishment and management. This 

was keenly expressed in Quairading where five local Aboriginal community members attended 

the forum and, after initial reticence, expressed support for the Geopark concept. While 

supporting the Geopark concept and geotourism, they were mindful—making this point in the 

forums—that some areas were of cultural significance to their communities and these geosites 

should not be part of any tourism plan. 

The forums provided valuable information, perspectives, and material supporting the 

concept of establishing an aspiring Geopark in the Wheatbelt. This is reflected in the positive 

stakeholder perceptions towards the concept of establishing a Geopark and that a Geopark 

would be good for the region. 

6.11  Establishing a boundary for the “aspiring” Westralia Granite Way Geopark 

In 2008, during discussions with the principal LGAs of Tammin, Kellerberrin, 

Quairading, and Bruce Rock, consideration was given to establishing an aspiring Geopark over 

the four LGAs to promote the geoheritage and geotourism of the area. The preconception of a 

Geopark is referred to as an “aspiring” Geopark (Robinson, 2017b). During discussions within 

the community forums and with the LGA Community Development Officers, it became evident 

that should the proposal to establish a Geopark eventuate within the study area, the boundaries 

should be extended to include Cunderdin (the LGA west of Tammin) and the Meckering 

township due to its location on the Darling Fault Line to provide a western entry into the 

proposed Geopark. Meckering was previously the centre of a significant earthquake which 

destroyed the town in 1978.  

Merredin, the LGA to the east of Kellerberrin, was also proposed for inclusion to provide 

an eastern entry into the proposed Geopark. The LGA of Kondinin, located to the south of 

Merredin and Bruce Rock, was also considered to be important as it includes Wave Rock - an 

internationally known attraction that is a key tourism feature within the Central Wheatbelt 

(Central Wheatbelt Visitor Centre Working Group, 2009; Moncrieff, 2000). At the time of the 
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current research, focus was maintained on the nominated study area; that is, the four LGAs 

mentioned above. 

6.12 Conclusion for Results 

The use of forums, questionnaires, and interviews provided qualitative and quantitative 

data to determine stakeholder perceptions about creating a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA.  

Overall, the results indicated a willingness of stakeholders to adopt tourism and to share 

their towns with tourists. As anticipated, there was broad unfamiliarity with Geoparks which 

enabled a focus on stakeholder perceptions to be obtained. The results indicated that 

stakeholders believed that there should be government involvement in Geoparks; however, 

they strongly supported local communities owning and managing Geoparks as community-

based organisations. Stakeholders also did not view Geoparks as conflicting with National 

Parks. 

Stakeholders offered to contribute to establishing and managing a Geopark in terms of 

business participation and through volunteerism. They also recognised that there will be a time 

when paid employment is required to continue the development and maintenance of the 

Geopark, as well as meeting UNESCO commitments required in maintaining Global Geopark 

status. A secure source of funding was also considered necessary to meet ongoing 

developments, maintenance of Geopark requirements, and sharing through attendance at 

Geopark conferences. 

Stakeholders observed that Geoparks bring the potential for business growth and job 

creation into rural areas as visitors arrive to participate in geopark activities. Increasing visitor 

numbers brings increased demand for catering and services as well as the need for additional 

infrastructure, interpretation, maintenance, and signage. These increases in visitation should 

lead to business growth and job creation. The existing infrastructure and the support of existing 

parks, reserves, and their agencies would reduce the costs associated with establishing a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt by sharing establishment marketing and ongoing management costs. 

Stakeholders also considered that there were additional tourism opportunities that could 

be developed with the research area. These included geosites, fauna and flora, and Aboriginal 

and European cultural aspects. These features are outlined above (Section 4.3) and in Appendix 

O. 
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Discussion 

Chapter 6 presented the results derived under themes used in the interviews and 

questionnaires. The themes were determined to elicit stakeholder responses that would address 

the research questions posed in this thesis. The themes provided a structure for analysing 

stakeholder perceptions and for determining issues and opportunities for establishing a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia (WA). 

Interviewed stakeholders and forum participants revealed that they considered a Geopark 

to be a means for providing an umbrella organisation to develop opportunities for sustainable 

economic development in rural areas. They were also of the view that there are geological 

attributes and cultural heritage sites in WA that would contribute to establishing a Geopark. 

Stakeholders did not consider that there were conflicts with other land classifications or land 

uses such as National parks and agriculture. The responses obtained through interviews and 

questionnaires also provided an understanding of the concerns about, and support for Geoparks. 

The results showed that there was community support for establishing and managing a Geopark 

in the Wheatbelt of WA. These perceptions facilitated an appreciation by the researcher of rural 

community needs required to be met prior to initiating a geopark. The results also support the 

findings outlined in the literature review in that established Geopark communities, in the main, 

were found to be in favour of Geoparks, and that businesses were developed, employment was 

created, and local culture reinvigorated. 

This chapter subsequently utilises these research findings to provide a discussion of the 

outcomes in terms of the research questions presented in Chapter 1, Section 1.2. It then 

provides a discussion on key aspects raised by stakeholders including perceptions about 

legislative and policy implications as well as perceived issues associated with establishing a 

Geopark in Australia. A future for Geoparks in Australia is also discussed. 

7.1 Stakeholder perceptions about the potential contributions of a Geopark in the 

Wheatbelt in Western Australia 

Overall, stakeholders were positive about the contributions a Geopark could make to 

rural areas. Geoparks have been shown to demonstrate increased tourist numbers, business 

development, and job creation as well as improvements to infrastructure in China and Europe 
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(Ng, 2017; Nga, 2014; Zouros, 2010). Stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks reflected the 

potential development opportunities for the case study area.  

In Australia, there has been an ongoing reluctance on the part of Federal and State 

governments to engage with the Geopark concept. While 161 UNESCO Global Geoparks have 

now been established in 44 countries (UNESCO, 2020), the Australian Federal and State 

governments have persisted in maintaining a 2009 decision by the Environment Protection and 

Heritage Council to not support Geoparks. Many countries have established Geoparks as a 

means of encouraging sustainable development, community engagement, and job creation. 

This is an opportunity being missed by Australia, particularly when rural communities continue 

to experience declining community populations as well as declining business, government, and 

social services.  

Stakeholders in the current research were keen to undertake any form of development in 

the study area that would lead to business growth and job creation as, from their perspective, 

this would ultimately lead to better rural communities. In their responses, stakeholders 

considered a Geopark to be an umbrella organisation that would encourage and facilitate 

sustainable tourism development. They also perceived Local Government Authorities (LGAs) 

as being the main supporting bodies that would assist them (the stakeholders) to establish and 

manage a geopark in their area. The LGA boundaries were proposed to form the land boundary 

of the Geopark. LGA boundaries are formally registered in most countries and do not change 

often. This nomination for Geopark boundaries is a system that has been adopted in many 

European countries and appears to work well where there are less than five or six LGAs 

involved. Any more LGAs than this introduces challenges of communications, objectives, and 

management. This was the experience of the former Kanawinka Geopark in eastern Australia 

(Stansfield, 2013). 

Stakeholders viewed the Federal government as responsible for international matters; for 

example, liaison with UNESCO in establishing Geoparks in Australia. They considered State 

governments to have a supporting role but not as instigators or managers of Geoparks. There 

was too much “red tape” involved when dealing with government. By working at a community 

level, stakeholders would be achieving UNESCO’s desired outcome for Geoparks with a 

bottom-up management approach. Stakeholders revealed an interest in volunteering to fulfil 

roles in establishing, managing, and raising funds for a Geopark. Stakeholders who were also 

business owners considered the Geopark concept as a positive means of reinvigorating rural 
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areas and offered a variety of ways that they would participate and promote a Geopark. Offers 

included marketing and promotion, developing infrastructure, and participating with other 

tourism organisations to assist in improving rural communities. 

The positive approaches taken by stakeholders provides encouragement in moving 

forward with the development of a Geopark. Stakeholder “perceptions” about Geoparks was 

one of the key elements to be determined in this research prior to initiating a formal process 

for establishing a Geopark. By creating an awareness about a Geopark proposal, community 

members would be more informed and likely to be supportive when this proposal is initiated. 

Working with LGAs, and their Chief Executive Officers and Community and Economic 

Development Officers, has improved overall awareness about Geoparks in rural areas and the 

potential opportunities that can arise through developing a Geopark. There is also a requirement 

for Geoparks to be well signposted and promoted locally. LGAs have significant roles to play 

in both these areas and could work with State governments through their networks to achieve 

these outcomes.  

Geoparks are also required to engage with educational and academic facilities. 

Stakeholders considered this as a positive way to introduce city-based people to rural lifestyles 

by encouraging school groups and university students to study in the proposed Geopark. School 

groups already have links with some LGAs, such as Quairading, for revegetation programs in 

salt-affected areas. These activities could be linked to understanding the geology behind salt 

and the soils. 

Overall, stakeholders’ perceptions supported the concept that geoparks would enable 

business growth and job creation. This is further developed in the following section. 

7.2 Socio-economic impacts perceived through the creation of Geoparks 

Research into the impacts of Geoparks has largely focussed on the socio-cultural and 

socio-economic impacts on communities associated with established Geoparks. Previous 

studies, mostly applied after the establishment of Geoparks, have found these impacts to be 

positive (Almeida Ramos & Fernandes, 2015; Farsani et al., 2012; Hartling & Meier, 2010; 

Shander, 2014). Socio-economic ramifications within the research study area were also 

perceived to be positive. Stakeholders showed support for tourism to be used for sustainable 

development and supported a Geopark as the coordinating vehicle to make this happen. The 



175 

 

following subsections outline the potential for business growth, job creation, and community 

wellbeing in terms of potential social-economic impacts. 

7.2.1 Business growth 

Stakeholders perceived the creation of a Geopark as a vehicle for business growth. The 

establishment of a Geopark was viewed as a positive branding activity for the area which would 

encourage both domestic (inter- and intra-state) and international visitors. Stakeholders 

recognised that with increased visitation there would be an increased demand for 

accommodation, catering, and other services which would lead to increased investment by local 

and external businesses. Stakeholders also expressed the view that Geoparks can introduce 

additional income streams to existing businesses, which is supported by the findings of Farsani 

et al. (2011a). Indeed, the establishment of Geoparks incorporates the need for economic 

development mainly through the development of geotourism (Eder & Patzak, 2004). 

The economic quantification of the impact of Geoparks is not researched sufficiently to 

provide definitive economic outcomes of Geoparks (Dowling & Newsome, 2018). However, 

in a presentation to the Global Eco Asia-Pacific Tourism Conference in Adelaide, Ng (2017) 

outlined the overall economic benefits of Geoparks in China. In 2017, China had 35 Global 

Geoparks and 204 National Geoparks. China was an early adopter of Geoparks, using them as 

a means of arresting rural poverty with tourism through its “national rural poverty alleviation 

policy” (Ng, 2017, p. 15). Through China’s policy on Geoparks, and its implementation, tourist 

numbers grew, businesses and jobs increased in administration, business, and indirect 

employment in associated activities, and revenue flowed into Geoparks. Ng (2017) estimated 

that a Geopark was worth $AU 34 million per year and created 15,000 jobs. Chinese Geoparks 

are operated as part of government, are top-down, and form part of government policy to 

alleviate poverty. In a review of geotourism and Geoparks in their Handbook of Geotourism, 

Dowling and Newsome (2018) observed that Geoparks had increased economic returns in 

Ireland and the United Kingdom as well as in Germany. This level of income and employment 

in Australia is unlikely given Australia’s low population levels compared with China and 

Europe, but that is not to say that some income and employment could not be achieved by 

establishing Geoparks. 

The potential for business growth in the Wheatbelt was considered by stakeholders to 

warrant government intervention through a range of incentives to attract business investment 
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including financial encouragement using investment loans, tax breaks, and preferential 

contracting where local businesses are given priority for local works. Other government 

incentives could include access to land for construction, low-cost leases of land and existing 

buildings (adaptive reuse of buildings), and assistance with employee accommodation and 

employment arrangements. In a study of sustainable economic development, Boys (2012) 

found that not everyone favoured incentives; instead arguing that if economic growth was not 

enough, then most businesses would not invest. Additionally, according to Boys (2012), not all 

businesses were associated with tourism activities so there would be businesses that would not 

engage in tourism activities. However, stakeholders in the current study considered that there 

might be indirect incentives by having additional and varied creative businesses in the area. 

With businesses establishing themselves in the area, there would be, by association, the scope 

for job creation. 

There was strong support for tourism development; however, stakeholders raised the 

issues of a current lack of accommodation in rural areas for both visitors and workers, a 

shortage of hospitality-trained workers, and limited opening hours of food outlets as being 

constraints to current tourism development in rural areas. This would need to be developed in 

the establishment phase of the Geopark. There are service businesses in each of the towns of 

the study area. There is potential for each of them to participate and become Geopark members. 

Geoparks have encouraged business development and innovation. Farsani et al. (2010) found 

through a study of 16 Geoparks that business innovation took the form of geo-bakeries and 

geo-restaurants, with a range of geo-products such as geo-sports and geo-tours. A further 

review by Farsani, Mortazavi, Bahrami, Kalantary, and Bizhaem (2017) underlined the earlier 

findings, adding that the contribution of cultural elements via traditional art was also a positive 

means of creating enterprises and promoting geo-education. Stakeholders also believed that by 

engaging with local Aboriginal artists, a Geopark would facilitate their cultural business 

development opportunities. 

The withdrawal of business and government services such as banking, police, retailers, 

and schools also impacted local rural populations. The result was that more people left small 

rural towns and relocated to larger rural or urban centres. The withdrawal of services from the 

Wheatbelt region of Western Australia (WA) was perceived by forum stakeholders to have 

further impacted the provision of rural education through school closures, limited sports 

opportunities, and reduced volunteer support for emergency services as community members 
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leave the rural towns. These limitations to business growth opportunities and community 

impacts would need to be addressed if the Geopark concept were to proceed. 

Stakeholders maintained their support for the potential tourism that could be achieved 

through the formation of a Geopark leading to job creation and business growth. Stakeholders 

indicated the need for a champion to drive the Geopark concept, as they perceived the 

opportunity and potential for rural areas to expand or initiate tourism projects. For example, 

houses and buildings on farms and in rural towns could be managed by local people to provide 

accommodation resources, particularly following farm amalgamations where on-farm 

infrastructure was no longer used and often left to self-destruct or become subject to vandalism. 

This disused infrastructure could be managed for accommodation by outsourcing to a third 

party—a local community member or business—and, for example, use the online internet 

based AirBnB for bookings. 

7.2.2 Job creation 

Rural regions in Australia have experienced declining and aging populations since 

agricultural industrialisation commenced (Chapter 4). When introduced to the concept of 

Geoparks, stakeholders in the study area saw the potential for job creation through tourism. 

Geoparks create economic activity through geotourism (Eder & Patzak, 2004; Farsani et al., 

2011a) and stakeholders, at forums and in interviews, revealed opportunities in the study area 

to engage with geotourism including support for Aboriginal participation (Chapter 6). 

Increased numbers of visitors bring with it a higher demand for tourism and hospitality services 

which will lead to increased employment either directly in Geoparks or through indirect 

activities and services such as geo-tours, cultural activities, accommodation, food, and 

beverages. 

Geoparks have created employment through increasing services to visitors. Some have 

taken the form of creative products such as café menus with geological nomenclature for 

products such as lava coffee while others take the opportunity to display local crafts (Zouros, 

2013). In a review of 16 Geoparks, one of which was the former Kanawinka Geopark, Farsani 

et al. (2010) found that Geoparks had become more than geology and landscapes with the 

review showing that Geoparks were natural museums with local communities presenting 

products of artists and having craftwork, events, food, and children’s displays which led to 

creation of jobs.  
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The introduction of a Geopark in rural areas would, in this scenario, create jobs and 

establish a demand for additional services.  

7.2.3 Community wellbeing 

In the Wheatbelt of WA, rural communities have been in decline, as discussed above, 

reducing options for employment and resulting in diminished business and government 

services. Unemployment and underemployment occur in rural towns and increasing personal 

pressures and stress have led to high suicide rates in the Wheatbelt (Wheatbelt Development 

Commission, 2015). Stakeholders forming part of the current research have identified that 

having a potential Geopark in their area is a means of facilitating business development and 

growth. The creation of employment opportunities generated through the Geopark would help 

alleviate some of the community issues and facilitate tourism. It was established in Chapter 6 

that there were opportunities for geotourism to be developed. These included Aboriginal and 

early settler cultural connections with the region. These cultural connections could be explored 

with geo-stories associated with the geological heritage in the area. Being located only 1.5—2 

hours from Perth city, the capital of WA, provides ready access to a tourism market. Currently, 

there are day trips and extended tours through the area marketed by the WA government 

statutory authority, Tourism WA. The opportunity is there, and the community is willing for 

the establishment of a Geopark.  

The positive outcomes for the rural communities in the study area include rural renewal 

through business income generation and growth, job creation, improved services for education, 

health, and shopping as well as improved infrastructure and business and government services. 

7.3 Levels of community engagement required to establish a Geopark. 

Community engagement is highly regarded by UNESCO. The guidelines for Global 

Geoparks have established appropriate means of ensuring their respective communities are 

active and participate in Geopark management. Community engagement is also highly 

regarded in Australia and is encouraged at each level of government. 

This thesis has found that engaging the community in rural and remote regions is 

becoming more difficult as rural decline impacts employment opportunities and brings about 

declining regional services and declining rural populations. This research has also shown that 

the remaining rural populations are aging, as young people migrate to city environments for 

education and employment. The community members become time poor as they attempt to 
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maintain rural services of fire brigades, sports centres, and other volunteer organisations such 

as Country Women’s Associations. These undertakings have an impact on their ability to 

engage with a Geopark.  

There is, however, growing engagement and enthusiasm in Australia towards Geopark 

implementation as shown by the increasing number of presentations at national and state public 

conferences (e.g., Sustainable Economic Growth for Regional Australia (SEGRA), tourism 

(e.g., Global Ecotourism South East Asia Tourism Conferences, Forum Advocating Cultural 

and Ecotourism (FACET), and geo-related (e.g., Australian Geoscience Council Convention 

(AGCC) across Australia. There are also increasing numbers of LGAs across Australia with 

aspirations of establishing Geoparks in their areas including Etheridge LGA (Queensland) and 

Warrumbungle LGA (New South Wales). In WA, interest has been expressed jointly by 

Murchison LGAs (Mount Magnet, Murchison, Sandstone, Cue, Yalgoo, Meekatharra, and 

Wiluna), Joondalup/Wanneroo LGAs, Wheatbelt LGAs (the case study LGAs), and Rottnest 

Island. These seven potential Geopark sites in WA (Figure 7.1) are where LGAs and their 

communities have initiated inquiries and become active in seeking information about the 

UNESCO Global Geopark program. The Murchison LGAs have already commenced 

developing a marketing strategy for the Geo-region with the support of the local State 

government Regional Development Authority. These parties have considered the potential for 

tourism, to be developed under the Geopark model, to be a means of improving regional 

businesses and communities. Some have become proactive in their approaches. The attributes 

of each potential Geopark are listed in Table 7.1. 

Rottnest Island is the exception in this case. Rottnest Island is a State government 

conservation reserve with an area set aside for tourism. It caters for almost 770,000 tourists 

who arrive by boat (ferry and private craft) and plane. Rottnest was nominated to become a 

Geopark in the Western Australian State Planning Strategy 2050 (Western Australian Planning 

Commission, 2018). This is the first occurrence for a Geopark to be mentioned in State 

government documents and establishes a focus within State government to commence working 

on Geoparks. Geoparks WA has, on behalf of the Rottnest Island Authority, completed a report 

on the process for nominating Rottnest as a Geopark. 
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Figure 7.1 Western Australian areas of interest in becoming aspiring Geoparks. 

Source: Briggs, A. D. (2018) presentation at The Business of Geotourism and Geoparks International 

conference, Perth, Western Australia. 
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Table 7.1 Attributes associated with nominal Geoparks in Western Australia.  

Source: Alan Briggs. 

Nominal Geopark Attributes 

Murchison Ancient landscape; mining heritage, active mining; Aboriginal 

culture and heritage; early explorer/settlers; pastoralism 

Gunduwa Yilgarn craton terrane; granite outcrops; Aboriginal culture and 

heritage; early explorer/settlers; pastoralism 

Rottnest Limestone geoheritage; parabolic dunes; salt lakes; stromatolites; 

heritage of sea level links to mainland; Aboriginal culture and 

heritage; early explorer/settlers; tourism 

Yanchep Limestone topography; karst and caves; Dune systems (parabolic) 

Wheatbelt Yilgarn craton; granite outcrops; ancient paleochannels (salt lakes 

and rivers); Aboriginal culture and heritage; early explorer/settlers; 

contemporary land use 

Margaret River Granite outcrops, sunklands; early explorer/settlers  

Porongorup Granite outcrop (Castle Rock and skywalk); Aboriginal culture and 

heritage; sea level changes 

Community engagement is taking place for each of these proposals. It needs to be well 

coordinated to achieve the establishment of Geoparks in Australia. The practice of Global 

Geoparks to establish Geopark boundaries aligning with LGAs has been successful. Having 

common boundaries for Geoparks enables LGAs to engage with their communities and 

community organisations within their area. LGAs can also commit energy and resources to 

establishing and promoting Geoparks. Part of this commitment is to work with local businesses 

and communities to encourage the adoption of sustainable practices, support for the Geopark, 

and engagement with education and tourism. 

Part of the current research attempted to use online internet facilities to communicate and 

engage with local communities. For confidentiality reasons, and to separate the researcher from 

participants, LGAs used their existing digital communications to inform their communities of 

this research, the forums, and to distribute the online link to research questionnaires. This 

communication approach did not work as emails were disregarded and the questionnaire 

proved excessive in size for the available internet services in those rural locations. On reflection 

and following discussions with CDOs, the researcher was advised that LGAs had previously 

had the same experience with online communications and questionnaires. This brings about an 

issue about rural area communication. LGA feedback indicated that the best means of 

communications is by mobile phone. To increase community engagement, a more direct 

approach will be required. 
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In WA, through engagement with the current research, the stakeholders indicated a 

willingness to participate in the establishment, management, and promotion of a Geopark. A 

need was identified for a formal structure, as required by UNESCO, that could bring together 

the LGAs and community organisations of the region. Indeed, the stakeholder-proposed 

structure closely resembles that of existing Global Geoparks in which UNESCO requires the 

management organisation to be incorporated under local legislation (UNESCO, 2017g). WA 

LGAs would provide supporting infrastructure and resources for engaging a community-based 

committee of management. There is existing WA legislation to facilitate the incorporation of a 

Geopark organisation. According to the stakeholders in this research, government agencies 

would be invited to engage and participate in, but not manage, the Geopark and as such they 

would have a role in the incorporated organisation.  

The foregoing section has addressed the research questions about stakeholder perceptions 

about the contributions Geoparks might make, what the socio-economic implications might be, 

and the level of community engagement required to establish a Geopark. The following section 

discusses the perceived issues raised during this research. 

7.4 Discussing the perceived issues associated with Geoparks 

7.4.1  Legislative and policy implications regarding the development of a Geopark in 

Western Australia. 

These research findings indicate a gap between stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks 

and the Federal and State governments’ policy position which opposes the establishment of 

Geoparks in Australia. The Federal and State governments’ position was initiated by the 

Environmental Protection and Heritage Council due to the erroneous registration practice of 

the former Kanawinka Global Geopark with UNESCO (Chapter 2) and perceived resource 

conflicts (Barnett, 2011; Environment Protection and Heritage Council, 2009). There were also 

perceived conflicts with the existing National Parks nomenclature systems and perceptions that 

UNESCO involvement might lead to future restrictions on land use and create management 

issues. Stakeholders participating in the current research supported Geoparks (Chapter 6) and 

indicated that they did not see these matters as real conflicts. 

UNESCO established that the Global Geopark program does not require any changes to 

a country’s laws (UNESCO, 2017b) making it incumbent on host nations to provide the 

appropriate level of support within its own means such as existing legislation and policies. In 



183 

 

Australia, legislation at Federal and State levels exists for the protection of geoheritage sites; 

however, geoheritage is not the sole focus of Geoparks. While stakeholders perceived this 

broader role of Geoparks, the Federal and State governments remain inflexible about adopting 

Geoparks as a recognised land designation.  

The Australian government policy response not to support Geoparks might also be guided 

by previous experience with the implementation of UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere and 

World Heritage Areas. These programs required changes to legislation such as the 

Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (1999) (EPBC Act) and the input 

of resources for community engagement and development of protected area management plans 

(Australian Government - Department of Environment and Energy, 2018). The EPBC Act 

replaced and was a significant improvement on the former World Heritage Properties 

Conservation Act (1983). This Act operated as a last resort mechanism for stopping specific 

actions. In contrast, the EPBC Act ensures protection and improved management for the world 

heritage values of Australia's world heritage properties. For details on Man and the Biosphere 

and World Heritage Areas see 0. There are no legislative implications introduced by Geoparks, 

only perceptions. 

There are further negative perceptions about the impact of establishing Geoparks in 

Australia; however, according to research presented in the current study, community interest is 

growing - even if it is just about bringing more tourism into rural areas under the umbrella of 

a Geopark. The perceived issues are discussed below.  

7.4.2 Mining conflict perceived in Geoparks 

The Australian Resource Ministers have a negative perception about the influence of 

Geopark status on exploration and mining; however, there are three Geoparks that have mining 

operations within their boundaries (TERRA.vita Geopark (Germany), Arouca Geopark 

(Portugal) and Araripe Geopark (Brazil). Germany’s Global Geopark TERRA.vita 

(Curriculum vitae of the Earth) mines anthracite (coal), quartzite, sandstone, and clay (Hartling 

& Meier, 2010). TERRA.vita also provides interpretation of its mining history. Other Geoparks 

provide interpretation of remnants from previous mining facilities and mining heritage for 

visitors such as the Tuscan Mining Geopark which has previously experienced mining for 

around 3,000 years, the Sardinian Mining Geopark with an 8,000-year history of mining 

(UNESCO, 2017e), the Bronze Age mining of copper in the Geopark Erz der Alpen (Ore of 
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the Alps) in Austria (Ore of the Alps Geopark, 2018), and the UNESCO Global Geoparks—

Burren and Cliff of Moher, Marble Arch, and Fforest Fawr—as identified in their respective 

websites; for example, the Fforest Fawr website (Fforest Fawr UNESCO Global Geopark, 

2018). In some countries, more recent mining closures have left remnant infrastructure for geo-

heritage interpretation. For example, Fforest Fawr Geopark displays include examples of 

former coal, limestone, silica and rottenstone (a fine siliceous powder), mining sites with 

associated buildings, and transport facilities (Ramsay, 2017). The interpretation of mining 

heritage is potentially attractive to tourism visitors. In WA, the existing Kalgoorlie open cut 

gold mine located east of Perth has established a visitors’ viewing platform which attracts 

thousands of locals and tourists annually (KCGM, 2018). 

While these interpretive uses reflect a positive outcome for historic mining, there may be 

a further underlying reason for the Resource Ministers to be cautious about prospective and 

current mining. Local community concern in areas proposed for mining has been reported in 

relation to the proposed mining of uranium in the Naturtejo Global Geopark in Portugal with 

the local community showing “distrust for the proposed mining enterprise” (Carvalho, 2014, 

p. 88). However, at a Geopark conference in 2009 when nominating Brazil’s Iron Quadrangle 

Geopark as an aspiring Geopark (Mantesso-Neto et al., 2010) (also cited in the conference 

proceedings by Carvahlo and Rodrigues (2009)), it was recommended that there should not be 

a simplistic dichotomy of mining versus no mining. Instead, there should be a discussion about 

sustainable development, as there was iron ore mining within the aspiring Iron Quadrangle 

Geopark boundary. Gotelip Barbosa, Martino, Araujo, and Gaydardzhiev (2016) provided an 

outline of the attributes of the aspiring Geopark and included reference to improved dialogues 

between the miners and the community. The Iron Quadrangle was recognised by its community 

as an aspiring Global Geopark in 2009  (Ciminelli, Machado, & Ruchys, 2014); therefore, by 

default, it endorsed the inclusion of mining in the aspiring Geopark. The Geopark was 

recognised as an aspiring Geopark in 2011 (Ciminelli et al., 2014). The Iron Quadrangle has 

since stopped its pursuit of aspiring to global status however they remain active as a regional 

Geopark (Ciminelli, 2020). 

There remain opportunities for discussion with UNESCO and the Global Geoparks 

Network about incorporating existing mining operations and future mining opportunities into 

Geoparks. These approaches would need to be aligned with sustainable development for the 

region. 
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7.4.3 Mineral fossicking conflict 

Another possible conflict relates to fossicking and the collection of geological minerals 

such as gold nuggets and gems. These traditional activities might convey an underlying concern 

for the resources sector in having areas declared Geoparks as they might disrupt the activities 

of travellers wanting to fossick for minerals. While this might appear to be a minor issue within 

Geoparks, it was mentioned at the recent Global Geoparks Network conference in Italy in 2019; 

specifically, a Canadian experience has meant the deferment of the nomination of an aspiring 

Geopark until the issue about fossicking is resolved (Calder, 2018). Notwithstanding the 

previous discussion, prospecting in areas of some Geoparks is permitted under managed 

conditions. The Naturtejo Global Geopark encourages visitors to learn about early means of 

prospecting to fossick for gold nuggets in a river (Carvahlo & Rodrigues, 2009). This indicates 

that conservation and education can be used to inform visitors about mining heritage. Gold 

fossicking is allowed under licence in Australia provided that prospectors have obtained 

approval for access to Crown land, pastoral leases, and mining concessions (Western 

Australian Department of Mines, 2018). While this might provoke conflict between fossickers 

and Geopark proponents, the approach taken using conservation and education by the Naturtejo 

Global Geopark might provide an opportunity to maintain this activity within a Geopark in 

Australia. 

7.4.4 Community exclusion versus inclusion 

Although not specifically mentioning human settlement in their charters in Australia, 

few, if any, National Parks have resident communities within their boundaries. Shared 

management responsibilities with Aboriginal traditional custodians, a relatively new 

undertaking in Australia, are discussed below. Australia’s conservation and reservation 

systems are based on the International Union for Conservation of Nature classifications of land 

use. National Parks and reserves are among the highest categories of conservation (Category 

II) which focus on conserving ecological communities while promoting education, recreation, 

and contributions to local economies through tourism (Dudley, 2008b). There has been a trend 

across Australia towards joint management of National Parks with Aboriginal communities 

which has provided leeway for the development of Aboriginal cultural experiences (Olson & 

Dowling, 2018).  

Joint management of National Parks has provided the opportunity for local, mainly 

Indigenous, resident communities to be engaged in land management and interpretation 
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practices in National Parks. However, the concept of sustainable development as promoted in 

Geoparks appears to be beyond the legislated purposes of National Parks which, apart from 

leases and licenses for access to carry out businesses, is to conserve and protect the lands 

declared National Parks (Environmental Defender's Office - Queensland, 2016; Victoria State 

Government Department of Environment, 2013; Western Australian Parliament, 2016). On the 

other hand, National Parks can be included within a Geopark’s boundary and be integrated into 

the holistic concept of a Geopark which includes working with resident communities and their 

volunteers which reflects the more heterogenous nature of Geoparks (Hartling & Meier, 2010). 

Several proposed Geoparks in Western Australia would, if established, include National 

Parks. Joondalup/Wanneroo would include Yanchep National Park and Porongorup Geopark 

would include Porongurup National Park (Castle Rock). 

7.4.5 Terminology confusion 

The term Geopark was not the original choice. The original terminology that was going 

to be used to describe a Geopark was “reserve”; however, the planned name was changed to 

Geopark based on the decision of Earth Sciences of UNESCO in 1997 (Farsani, Coelho, & 

Costa, 2013). As mentioned above, there is also an Australian government perception that the 

use of the word “park” might lead to confusion among members of the public with the existing 

layers of land categories in place (Stansfield, 2013). This was also observed in the USA (Bailey 

& Hill, 2010). The perception of terminology confusion also led to the name changes for the 

Fitzgerald Biosphere as discussed above. However, is this perception enough to exclude the 

concept of Geoparks? From the research conducted in this thesis, very few people know about 

Geoparks. However, that awareness can change with the promotion of the Geopark concept. 

Currently in Australia, the term “geo-region” is being used to remove the stigma 

associated with Geoparks. It has been proposed to use this term until such time as Geoparks 

are adopted by government. However, when the Asia-Pacific Geoparks Network was 

approached about adopting this terminology, it was dismissed as it would lead to brand 

confusion within UNESCO (Robinson, 2017a). 

Meanwhile, Geopark proponents in Australia will use the term geo-region until such time 

as areas are nominated as aspiring Geoparks to UNESCO. 
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7.4.6 Perceived conflict between National Parks and Geoparks 

When asked to respond as to whether Geoparks conflicted with National Parks, over 70% 

of stakeholders in the questionnaires, and 20 of 21 interviewees who responded to this 

statement (Chapter 6), indicated that they did not see a conflict. However, some stakeholders 

perceived that there might be competition for resources, particularly financial, for already 

scarce financial resources from Federal, State, and private sectors.  

While Geoparks are community led, funds are needed to meet planning, development, 

marketing, and reporting requirements. This might give rise to the perception of a conflict for 

resources to exist. National Parks in Australia, however, are funded by their respective State 

governments. Resources for Geoparks could be derived from different sources including 

business, philanthropists, and grants. 

7.4.7 Perceived green veneer of UNESCO 

Stakeholders also raised the concern that having UNESCO involvement might lead to 

restrictions on land use. The perception was that UNESCO Global Geoparks brought about a 

focus on conservation only. An example presented itself on the east coast of Australia. In 2017, 

the Etheridge Shire Council (Queensland, Australia) put forward a proposal to register the 

entire LGA area as a 40,000 square kilometre Geopark. There was a backlash from pastoralists 

(holders of large tracts of land) within the shire as they feared restrictions on future agricultural 

development (Barker, 2017). After interviewing the Geological Society of Australia regarding 

the impacts of registering as a Geopark, the local media reported that there was nothing to fear 

(Cripps, 2017). Nevertheless, this has brought about a change in the potential Geopark strategy 

in Australia that will be addressed in Chapter 8. 

There is a possibility that community groups with a focus on conservation might use the 

association of UNESCO to bring about greater conservation measures within areas designated 

as Geoparks. This is an area to be explored further with consideration being given to possible 

impacts on established industries within aspiring Geoparks prior to recommending them to 

UNESCO. 

7.4.8 Missed potential of Geoparks as marketing opportunities 

Stakeholders perceived Geoparks to be attractors of tourism and tourists which they 

considered positive for their communities. Australian governments do not appear to have 
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considered this as an outcome of having Geoparks in Australia. Instead, the Australian National 

Landscapes Program (NLP) was launched in 2005 and 16 sites were nominated in a top-down, 

government-led approach. There was Federal government funding for marketing; however, as 

one stakeholder mentioned, who knows about the iconic national landscapes other than the 

people who proposed them? Apart from the top-down approach, the mechanisms closely 

resembled the Geopark model where committees with local representation were formed. When 

government funding was withdrawn, the program finished through a lack of ongoing support. 

Chapter 4 provides a background to the NLP.  

Global Geoparks are linked to the UNESCO brand and attract international attention. 

Global Geoparks are becoming well-known brands. This is an opportunity currently being 

missed by Australia. 

7.5 Future for Geoparks in Australia 

The creation of Geoparks in Australia has been hindered by negative perceptions about 

Geoparks by Federal and State governments. Community members in the current research 

perceived Geoparks to be positive for their rural communities. Some of the perceptions by 

governments may be justifiable, such as angst over future mining projects and the implications 

of other land use restrictions through Geoparks being associated with the conservation-oriented 

UNESCO brand. However, these perceptions need to be worked through.  

The following section discusses the current situation regarding attempts at changing 

government policy and using community engagement to change or redress government policy 

on Geoparks in Australia. 

7.5.1 Policy interaction through the Federal government 

Current Federal and State government policy does not support Geoparks in Australia. 

However, the Federal government has recently deferred future decisions about Geoparks to the 

State governments as they, the States, have responsibility for land management (Robinson, 

2018). To influence change, several strategies have been implemented through the Geological 

Society of Australia which engages Federal and State governments across Australia (Robinson, 

2018). These strategies include direct lobbying with politicians at Federal and State levels and 

engaging with Federal and State government agencies and the government officials within 

them. 
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To influence the Federal government, there needs to be a coordinated and government-

sanctioned process through the State and Territory departments and the National Environment 

Protection Council membership. This process is an established lengthy process. It will take 

significant LGA and community commitment and resources to achieve this if the adoption of 

Geoparks is to be achieved. 

7.5.2 Policy interaction through State government 

Geoparks WA is working directly with the Rottnest Island Authority to initiate the 

Geopark process in accordance with the State’s 2050 Strategy. There appears to be some 

reticence by staff; however, this has been identified as relating to existing workloads. Geoparks 

WA will continue to engage with officers to encourage the continuation of the Geopark process. 

Regional Development Commissions have also been approached regarding the 

establishment of Geoparks. The Wheatbelt Development Commission provided funding to 

support the fieldwork for this thesis while the Mid West Development Commission funded 

fieldwork for community engagement and development of a marketing strategy for the 

Murchison Geopark project. 

Geoparks WA also works closely with the South West Development Commission to 

promote the Geopark concept in the south west of WA. 

Geoparks WA plans to maintain a liaison capacity with each Development Commission 

to encourage and facilitate the Geopark concept across WA. 

7.5.3 Non-government approach 

There are several peak non-government organisations that might contribute to raising 

awareness about Geoparks and supporting the re-introduction of Geoparks to Australia.  

7.5.3.1 Ecotourism Australia 

Ecotourism Australia (EA) is one such organisation and is particularly focussed on 

nature-based tourism in Australia. In 2013, EA established an online geotourism forum for its 

members and has recently arranged geotourism and Geopark sessions at its annual conferences 

to keep members informed (Ecotourism Australia, 2017). EA also has a role in managing the 

Australian government’s NLP and offers administrative services to the remaining NLP 

committees. Following the withdrawal of Federal Government funding in 2014, the NLP has 
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been managed by Ecotourism Australia (Ecotourism Australia, 2014). EA was already a 

champion for Geoparks in Australia and included geotourism and Geopark workshops in its 

annual conferences. EA had previously published material outlining the various roles of 

geotourism, geo-trails, National Landscapes, and Geoparks as tourism destinations and 

products (Robinson, 2017b). EA was engaged by Tourism Australia to provide supporting 

administrative services to interested National Landscapes Steering Committees and to 

coordinate the development of a transition plan for the Landscapes program to ensure financial 

sustainability (R. Hillman, 2018b). However, the NLP steering committees started to withdraw 

from the program. Now, following the change in Federal funding arrangements, all but one 

national landscape area has ceased operating. Only the Green Cauldron National Landscape 

area is still operating and promoting the area for tourism experiences (R. Hillman, 2018a). 

7.5.3.2 The Geological Society of Australia 

The Geological Society of Australia (GSA), established in 1952, is a national non-profit 

organisation with a membership reflecting professional standing and interests of members. The 

GSA has branches in each state and territory of Australia, and has been active in the 

development of geotourism and geo-trails (Geological Society of Australia, 2018). Nationally, 

GSA has a Geotourism Standing Committee and is establishing geotourism subcommittees in 

each state with five already in place: Queensland, New South Wales, South Australia, 

Tasmania, and WA. The GSA WA has previously worked with the Geological Survey of 

Western Australia to compile literature and maps to promote geotourism and geo-trails in WA 

such as Rottnest Island (Geological Society of Australia (WA), 2018). The GSA is an 

influential non-government organisation that, with further engagement, may be able to assist 

with the establishment of Geoparks in Australia.  

7.5.4 Community-based approach 

Geoparks are community-based concepts drawing on local people and businesses to 

establish and manage them (Zouros, 2010). This concept might be difficult to achieve in 

Australia, particularly in the Wheatbelt of WA where service business numbers and rural 

populations are low. There needs to be government support in the establishment and, later, 

ongoing stakeholder engagement to maintain the connections required for a Geopark.  

There are too few people in rural communities to be able to undertake the complexity of 

a Geopark project. Although rural communities exhibit many skills, there is a shortage of 
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specialised skills and resources to contribute to the requirements of establishing, operating, and 

managing a Geopark - particularly with its international commitments. Having said that, there 

was considerable enthusiasm across the Wheatbelt to undertake a Geopark project and there 

are many geo-attributes that would assist in achieving the geological requirements to establish 

a Geopark. 

A not-for-profit organisation has been established to promote and facilitate Geopark 

establishment in WA. Geoparks WA is comprised of academic, business, and government 

professionals who will assist community groups in their aspirations to establish Geoparks. 

Awareness-raising forums have been held, each with positive outcomes in attracting attendance 

and in gaining members. Geoparks WA is assisting three aspiring geo-regions: Joondalup-

Wanneroo, Murchison, and the Wheatbelt. It is anticipated that, as more communities express 

interest in developing Geoparks, this will inspire increased political interest particularly as each 

proposal brings with it business development and job creation. 

7.6 Conclusion 

The Geopark concept has been previously introduced in Australia. The rise and 

subsequent demise of Kanawinka Global Geopark (Table 2.1) has created community interest 

across Australia of the potential of Geoparks to create businesses and employment in rural 

areas as well as to regenerate cultural heritage. Only the existing Federal and State government 

support for a 2009 agency-led policy stops Australia from adopting the UNESCO Global 

geopark program.  

The current research has been undertaken to determine stakeholders’ perceptions about 

establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA. Stakeholders have indicated through this study 

that they support the concept of establishing Geoparks in Australia. They perceive the social, 

cultural, and economic benefits that potentially can be derived by having Geoparks in rural 

areas. They also perceive that business growth and job creation can be achieved with increased 

visitors to their region.  

The level of community engagement required by UNESCO can be achieved through 

LGA input. Essentially, LGAs reflect local community views as they are comprised of elected 

local community members. Additional coordinating support will also be required and that can 

be provided through a coordinating organisation such as Geoparks WA or, for that matter, 

either Geoparks Australia or the Geological Society of Australia at a national level. 
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Stakeholders also do not see the professed confusion raised by government over the use 

of the work “park” nor of a conflict between National Parks and Geoparks. Several other issues 

have been raised (Section 7.4 above); however, they too can be addressed through discussion 

and negotiations with landowners, businesses, and UNESCO.  

The stakeholder contributions to this research indicate that the future for Geoparks in 

Australia, and WA in particular, is positive. There is an ongoing interaction with Federal and 

State government (elected officials and agencies) and this needs to be structured and consistent. 
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Conclusion of Thesis 

Introduction 

This final chapter provides a conclusion to the research, outcomes, and discussions 

exploring the potential for establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia (WA). 

A gap in research about stakeholder perceptions prior to the establishment of a Geopark was 

identified and this gap became the focal point for this thesis. Earlier research into stakeholder 

perceptions about Geoparks had been undertaken after the establishment of Geoparks. In 

Australia, current government policy remains based on a 2009 communique from the 

Environment Protection and Heritage Council to the Federal government advising them not to 

support Geoparks. This led to the deregistration of Kanawinka Global Geopark following its 

4-year review by UNESCO. The current research used stakeholder perceptions about Geoparks 

to determine the level of support from rural communities to establish a Geopark in the 

Wheatbelt of WA. The research further identified perceived Australian issues associated with 

the Geopark concept and discussed those implications. The research also sought to establish a 

process to facilitate a change in government policy towards Geoparks in Australia. Finally, a 

model is proposed that is hoped will facilitate establishing Geoparks in Australia. 

In summary, a mixed-method research approach was applied investigating stakeholder 

perceptions towards Geoparks to determine whether there was a case for establishing Geoparks 

in Australia. Discussion also revolved around legislative and socio-political implications, 

community engagement, and directions required to implement these changes. The following 

sections expand on the issues being addressed in Australia and the potential way forward for 

an aspiring Westralia Granite Way Geopark, as the study area for this research. 

8.1 The issue 

The Geopark concept was initially adopted to provide conservation for geological sites in 

Europe and has since evolved to be much more. Geoparks now adopt a more holistic approach 

using conservation, education, and sustainable development to achieve their goals. Geoparks 

create business growth and create employment. China has used Geoparks as a successful rural 

poverty-reduction program. In other countries where Geoparks are established, mostly in rural 

areas, permanent and seasonal employment is used to service tourists and visitors. 
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Australia has been experiencing rural decline since the inception of corporatisation and 

mechanisation of farming enterprises across rural areas, leading to declining employment 

opportunities, reduced and aging populations, and young people leaving to seek education and 

employment in the city. This has led to the reduction of business and government services and 

impacted the availability of volunteers for community, emergency services, and sporting 

activities. Rural communities are seeking ways to create employment to reverse these trends. 

Geoparks have been demonstrated to improve business growth, create employment, and 

improve community wellbeing (Dowling & Newsome, 2018; Ng, 2017; Zouros, 2010). 

The Australian Federal and State governments do not support the introduction of 

Geoparks at the time of this research. Furthermore, the government’s narrow view of Geoparks 

is that they only exist to protect geoheritage and do not take into account the holistic approach 

of Geoparks which is being realised internationally. Geoparks do conserve geoheritage; 

however, they achieve this through education and sustainable development. The Federal 

government recently indicated that it would endorse Geoparks on State governments’ 

recommendations. State governments, however, have negative perceptions about Geoparks 

such as associating Geoparks with confusion about the use of the word “park” and implications 

that there might be constraints on mining and pastoralism through association with the 

perceived conservative organisation that is UNESCO. 

Establishing a Geopark has been internationally demonstrated to provide an incentive for 

business growth and job creation, particularly in rural areas. 

8.2 Reflecting on Geoparks 

There has been a Geopark movement internationally since the late 1990s. The movement 

was initiated by geologists concerned about the conservation and protection of geosites from 

the negative impacts of tourism in Europe. In 2001, UNESCO provided ad hoc support to the 

Global Geopark concept. The 2004 Global Geopark movement held a conference in UNESCO 

headquarters in Paris to launch the Global Geopark Network, bringing together 17 European 

and eight Chinese Geoparks. By 2020, the number of Global Geoparks had risen to 161 in 44 

participating countries (UNESCO, 2020). 

Geoparks are unified areas with geological and landscape features of international 

significance and are managed so as to focus on conservation, education, and sustainable 

development outcomes (UNESCO, 2016f). Where Geoparks have been established, there has 
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been business growth and job creation. This is particularly the situation in China, where 

Geoparks have been used as a government strategy to reduce poverty in rural areas and to 

reduce the flow of rural people into urban areas. European Geoparks have experienced similar 

trends, although not to the same extent as the Chinese experience. 

UNESCO has indicated that Geoparks do not impose legislative implications on their 

member States where they are established. The only requirement involving legal measures is 

that Geopark management organisations are required by UNESCO to be legally incorporated 

under the country’s legislation. Geoparks are expected to be managed under member states’ 

own legislation (UNESCO, 2017b). However, Australian states and territories have a different 

perception, largely based on their experience with Man and The Biosphere and World Heritage 

Areas (Chapter 7) They also have a perception that Geoparks are just about the protection of 

geosites and argue that there are enough legislative measures in place to protect geoheritage. 

This view misses the broader holistic value of Geoparks to communities which includes 

education and sustainable development. 

8.3 Adopting the Geopark concept is important for Australian rural areas. 

It is important for Australia to adopt Geoparks to assist in reversing rural decline and to 

promote regional tourism. Tourism generated through Geoparks has been shown to be positive 

for business growth and job creation as well as raising foreign currency on a national level 

through associated tourism. Tourism has been promoted by successive Australian governments 

as a significant opportunity for re-energising rural areas; however, there has not previously 

been a satisfactory vehicle to achieve this. China and Europe have adopted Geopark programs 

as a means of addressing rural poverty, and research has shown that it is a successful strategy.  

There have been several tourism organisations established across the Wheatbelt of WA 

such as the Roe Tourism Association. While these organisations have achieved positive 

marketing outcomes, they have not been integrated as part of the fabric of the rural area. 

Furthermore, support—particularly financial support—is diminishing. Community ownership 

can be generated by establishing a Geopark. 

Geoparks are bottom-up, community-based approaches to driving conservation, 

education, and sustainable development. Geoparks are not National Parks which exclude 

residential communities. Geoparks can include both communities and National Parks as key 

features within their boundaries. This provides an opportunity for Geoparks to incorporate and 



196 

 

utilise already established attractions and infrastructure as well as facilitate sustainable 

development around those attractions. 

Attracting tourism and tourists to rural areas is part of Australian government policy; 

however, bringing tourists into sensitive areas and communities can have negative impacts on 

the environment and local communities (Walker & Moscardo, 2016). Conservation of the 

geoheritage of a geosite is proposed through education and site management. By promoting the 

geoheritage values of an area, visitors will be informed and learn to care for the environment 

and be more aware about sustainability (Newsome, 2005). Providing education about 

geoheritage and conservation of geosites should create opportunities for business growth and 

job creation within the Geopark. 

8.4 What is needed? 

This thesis has shown that rural communities have a positive perception about the 

Geopark concept. They also recognised that Geoparks have the potential to improve their 

communities through business growth and job creation. There is a need to provide communities 

with further information about Geoparks and to establish the resources and wherewithal to 

initiate Geoparks in rural areas. Aspiring Geopark regions will require the assistance of funded 

champions employed to initiate the establishment, management, and planning for Geoparks. 

This is particularly required where there are negative perceptions about Geoparks by Australian 

governments. With community support, State governments can be convinced to take a more 

positive approach to Geoparks. Lobbying at Federal government level is also required. These 

measures are outlined below.  

8.5 Benefits of a Geopark in Rural WA 

Business growth and job creation are a focus of rural communities to address rural 

decline, improve community facilities and services, retain young people, and have a mixed-age 

population. Stakeholders were consistent in their recognition that tourism was positive for rural 

areas and considered the Geopark concept as a valuable means of achieving local control and 

direction for rural development.  

Stakeholders were keen to be involved, seeing Geoparks as a means of reinvigorating 

their communities. They saw opportunities for cultural tourism development to engage both 

Aboriginal and European stakeholders in sharing their heritage. This would create a new source 

of business and job creation, create opportunities for cultural tourism by local Aboriginal 
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communities, and generate a broader interest in local culture. Stakeholders considered that 

local schools could also be involved with this process. 

8.6 Addressing the research questions 

The primary research question “What are the stakeholder perceptions about the potential 

for establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA” was answered by stakeholders engaged in 

the forums, questionnaires, and interviews. The results of the research targeted stakeholder 

perceptions, as none of the forum participants had knowingly visited Geopark and only three 

of the stakeholders interviewed had ever visited a Geopark. Their perception was that a 

Geopark would provide an overarching organisation, under their local management, that would 

lend itself to coordination of activities and lead to business growth and job creation. They noted 

that both of these would lead to retention of rural populations and improved community 

services.  

Overall, the results from the research in response to forums, questionnaires, and 

stakeholder interviews showed support for the Geopark concept. The results were outlined in 

Chapter 6 and discussed in Chapter 7. The consistent approach across forums, questionnaires, 

and interviews enabled the qualitative and quantitative results to be analysed and compared to 

determine stakeholder perceptions prior to establishing a Geopark in the Wheatbelt. The 

themes used included stakeholder perceptions of tourism and tourists, rural decline, Geoparks, 

creating Geoparks, contributions to a Geopark, adding areas of interest and value to create a 

Geopark, funding the creation and maintenance of a Geopark, and demographic information. 

The results of stakeholder perceptions raised under the themes showed support for the 

Geopark concept provided that local communities had management control over the Geopark. 

This was required by stakeholders to avoid the bureaucracy associated with government and 

government agencies. As most stakeholders had never knowingly experienced a Geopark, their 

perceptions were guided only by a short introduction to Geoparks that was written on the 

questionnaire available at the community forums. The same introduction was also used for 

stakeholder interviews to ensure that there was uniformity in the research approach. 

Stakeholders, collectively, saw the advantage of a coordinated approach towards sustainable 

tourism development in their areas through having a Geopark. They also perceived 

opportunities that would result in terms of business growth and employment. Stakeholders 

recognised that there is much more to be done to increase awareness about what a Geopark 
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represents, what is involved, and the additional positive impacts a Geopark might bring to their 

areas. 

Additional areas of research included determining how willing stakeholders were to 

contribute to a proposed Geopark and how they would contribute. The results indicated that 

stakeholders were prepared to volunteer their time and expertise towards establishing, 

managing, and being active in the Geopark as community members. 

Further research questions investigated possible barriers to creating Geoparks in 

Australia. These results are outlined in Chapter 6 and included negative perceptions about 

impacts associated with being aligned with UNESCO with respect to mining and pastoralism. 

It was also recognised that there might be competition for resources and confusion about the 

use of the word “park” given that Australia already has National and Regional “Parks” in 

legislation. UNESCO has indicated that Geoparks pose no challenge to a country’s rights to 

manage lands under their own existing legislative arrangements. There is, however, a 

requirement for legal registration (incorporation) of Geopark management organisations. 

Government agency perceptions maintain the view that impositions will result. This perception 

might be based on previous experience with World Heritage Areas and Man and the Biosphere 

reserves where the government enacted legislation to protect those sites (also commented on 

below). 

The current research also determined and proposed a way forward for the establishment 

and recognition of Geoparks by Australian governments at all levels. A model has been 

recommended to address the policy position of government where communication takes place 

simultaneously through government and non-government channels. The government approach 

requires communication with State agencies involved in land and resource management as well 

as local members of parliament. Discussions are also required with Federal government 

agencies and ministers influential in land and resource policy areas. The non-government 

approach requires ongoing work in associated committees (Geological Society of Australia 

[GSA] and Ecotourism Australia [EA]), participation in conferences (locally and 

internationally), and liaison with local community groups interested in the Geopark concept. 

Specific supplementary research questions about the contributions of Geoparks to rural 

communities, the legislation and their socio-political ramifications, and community 

engagement have also been addressed. The outcomes are summarised below. 
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8.6.1 What are stakeholder perceptions about the potential contributions of a 

Geopark to rural communities in Australia? 

Community participation in forums and interviews revealed support for the Geopark 

concept. Rural communities appreciated the benefits that any form of tourism might bring and 

saw the Geopark concept as a means of bringing all stakeholders together. Participants 

indicated that they were willing to share their communities with tourists and proposed local 

geosites within the study area as opportunities for sustainable geotourism development. The 

contribution of business growth and job creation were common themes when discussing the 

potential for tourism in their areas. 

8.6.2 What legislative and socio-political implications need to be resolved to create a 

Geopark in the Wheatbelt of Western Australia? 

The legislative and socio-political implications were discussed in Chapter 7. UNESCO 

has indicated that there are no legal implications associated with Geoparks (UNESCO, 2017b), 

with the exception of requiring Geopark management organisations to be legally incorporated 

under existing national or State legislation. However, having indicated that, some countries 

have established Geopark systems under legislative processes. Other Global Geoparks have 

been established by local government authorities which have taken the initiative to engage with 

communities, businesses, and government stakeholders to establish and manage Geoparks.  

The establishment of UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage Areas 

programs in Australia resulted in Federal and State governments putting in place legislation to 

assist with the management of these areas. This experience with UNESCO programs may have 

contributed to why Australian Federal and State governments are resistant to the concept of 

Geoparks. 

Establishing a Geopark in the current socio-political environment, when there are 

negative perceptions of them by government, may take some time before any aspiring 

nomination towards a Geopark can reach Global Geopark status, the UNESCO endorsed 

position. These negative perceptions by government should not prevent Local Government 

authorities (LGAs) from adopting local or regional Geoparks. To address government negative 

perceptions, ongoing lobbying at Federal and State levels of government will be required. A 

formal system of engagement through the non-government forums of the GSA, EA, and 

Sustainable Economic Growth for Regional Australia is already taking place. Participation in 

committee work and conferences has been increasing the profile of Geoparks. Meetings with 
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Federal and State government ministers and agencies have also been initiated and is again 

raising the profile of the Geopark concept at a political level. 

At local levels, communities and LGAs are increasing their efforts to establish Geoparks. 

There are communities across Australia lobbying to establish Geoparks from Queensland, New 

South Wales, Tasmania, and WA where there are currently seven areas actively considering 

developing Geoparks (discussed in Chapter 7). With this level of community enthusiasm, local 

members of Australian Federal and State parliaments may well be required by their constituents 

to raise the prospect of Geoparks with their respective political parties. 

8.6.3 What level of community engagement is required to meet the needs of the 

UNESCO Geopark model? 

Levels of community engagement in rural and remote regions has become more difficult 

as rural decline impacts on businesses and employment opportunities and brings about 

declining regional services and rural populations. Community engagement was discussed in 

Chapter 7. 

UNESCO has firmly established that community engagement is essential in developing 

the bottom-up approach to Geoparks. Some countries have taken a top-down approach (such 

as China); however, this is not encouraged. Whether a legislative approach is taken, or whether 

people work through LGAs to establish Geoparks, they are still required to engage with 

communities. Engaging with LGAs encourages community participation as LGAs are viewed 

to be much closer to their communities than Federal and State governments and agencies, 

particularly in Australia’s three-tiered government structure.  

This thesis has shown that local communities want to be engaged with, consulted, and 

participate in the Geopark process. Forum participants showed a strong interest in being in 

control and managing Geoparks in their areas. Stakeholders expressed concern about avoiding 

bureaucracy and red tape to enable sustainable development to take place and for business 

growth and job creation to be encouraged. 

8.6.4 Limitations to the Research 

The limited population within the Wheatbelt of Western Australia meant few forum 

participants were available to complete the questionnaires. This has to a degree limited the 

broader application of research findings to other populations and regions. However, the 
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participation rate was relative to the rural populations selected and the findings were consistent 

between questionnaires and interviews.  

8.7 Recommendations 

This thesis has revealed a series of approaches that stakeholders considered necessary to 

engage with the Geopark concept. The following section outlines models for addressing the 

Federal and State government policy impasse that is currently being experienced in Australia 

regarding the reintroduction of UNESCO Global Geoparks. The approach engages with all 

levels of government, non-government agencies, and regional communities. A further model 

is recommended for the structure for management of Geoparks. 

8.7.1 Model for a policy approach 

To address the current impasse in Australia, and to influence government policy towards 

the Geoparks concept, a strategic approach is required commencing with State government 

agencies and working towards Federal government endorsement. A persuasive model to 

address the policy impasse can be an effective approach for influencing government policy.  

The three levels of Australian government require slightly different approaches. Some of 

these approaches include lobbying elected members of parliament and agencies that are 

engaged in areas likely to be included in Geoparks such as land management, tourism, and 

regional development. Direct approaches to local government authorities would be beneficial. 

A range of lobby groups who are supportive of the Geopark concept, such as EA and the GSA, 

would make approaches on behalf of the Geopark proponents (Table 8.1). The use of the term 

“Geo-regions” has been introduced into the Australian Geopark concept as a means of 

alleviating or lessening negative perceptions of possible impacts on industry. 
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Table 8.1 Indicative framework for influencing Federal and Local Government Authorities to adopt a policy 

in favour of the Geopark concept. 

Level of Government Agency Lobby groups 

Federal Ministers/Elected members Ecotourism Australia 

 Chief Scientist GSA Australia 

 Geological Survey Geoparks Australia 

 Tourism Australia  

 Parks Australia  

 Environment Australia  

State/Territory Ministers/Elected members WA Tourism Council  

 Chief Scientist WAITOC 

 Geological Survey FACET 

 Land management agencies (DBCA, 

Water, Agriculture) 

Geoparks WA 

 Tourism WA GSA State branches 

 Education  

 Regional development - Development 

Commissions 

 

Local Government Authorities Individual councils Geoparks WA 

 Department of Local Government  

 Western Australian Local Government 

Association 

 

8.7.1.1 Federal government approach 

Lobbying is part of the modern-day democratic process and can lead to members of 

Parliament having a broader insight into government decision making (Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development, 2012). In Australia, there are lobby kits for 

lobbying government Ministers (Federation of Community Legal Centres, 2018) and, 

according to Menadue (2015), there are over 226 registered lobby groups in Canberra—the 

capital of Australia and home to Federal Parliament—and more than 1,000 active lobbyists 

engaging with government to drive their own interests. This implies that there might be a level 

of difficulty in directly lobbying government Ministers at a Federal level. Lobbying can be 

successful when a campaign approach is adopted. At least one Minister at the Federal level has 

expressed support for Geoparks in Australia and support of the former Kanawinka Geopark. 

Maintaining communication with this Minister is important. 

A second approach to influence the Federal government is to build liaisons with 

government constituencies that are supportive of Geoparks. Geoscience Australia is the 
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Australian National Government organisation responsible for geological science in Australia. 

It is an active member of the National Environmental Research Program and engages with 

environment and conservation agencies as well as State geological surveys agencies. 

Successful engagement with Geoscience Australia might be achieved through direct linkage 

with the organisation or through the State-based geological survey agencies. 

8.7.1.2 State government approach 

As this research focuses on the Wheatbelt of WA, this approach considers the possible 

strategies with WA-based government agencies with land management responsibilities - each 

responsible to a Minister of Parliament. Each of these Members of Parliament are influenced 

by their party ideologies. Direct approaches would be made to Ministers and to local Members 

of Parliament. 

Several government agencies are regionally based, such as the tourism and development 

commissions, and these are key focus areas to approach to establish the concept and obtain 

participation in the Geopark model. The focus here is on regionally-based offices and 

associated staff. 

8.7.1.3 Regional government agencies 

There are several regional extensions of government agencies that are involved with the 

Wheatbelt region. These include the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 

Development (agriculture and development commissions); Department of Education; Tourism 

WA; the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions; the Department of Mines, 

Industry Regulation and Safety; Department of Transport; and the Health Department. The key 

agencies referred to in achieving an aspiring Geopark in the Wheatbelt region are the Wheatbelt 

Development Commission, Tourism WA’s Australia’s Golden Outback region, the 

Department of Agriculture regional office (Northam), and the Department of Biodiversity and 

Attractions Regional office (Narrogin) and District office (Merredin). Each regional office 

could be approached to inform them of the opportunities associated with Geoparks and invite 

their participation in the community organisation which can be established as the vehicle for 

establishing and managing a Geopark. 

State government agency policy can be influenced this way - through participation. 
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8.7.1.4 Local government approach 

LGAs within the wheatbelt of WA have been supportive of the Geopark concept and 

perceive it to be a means of achieving business growth and job creation in their areas as 

described in Chapter 7. The study area LGAs of Tammin, Kellerberrin, Bruce Rock, and 

Quairading continue to support the concept. Each LGA has previously provided resources in 

the form of time from their Community and Economic Development Officers (C/EDOs) and 

venues for community meetings. Ongoing communication with the CEOs and C/EDOs has 

maintained their support. It is recommended that this communication be extended to include 

the LGAs of Cunderdin (to the west) and Merredin (to the east) of the study area to provide 

recognisable western and eastern entry points along the Great Eastern Highway into the 

aspiring Wheatbelt Geopark. The inclusion of the two LGAs will also assist in meeting the 

requirements for nominating as a defined boundary aspiring UNESCO Global Geopark in the 

future. 

It is proposed that a steering committee be established, overseen by the LGA CEOs and 

in accord with the LGAs levels of interest. Regular meetings with the C/EDOs can be initiated 

to grow the concept and turn perceptions into an action plan to establish a Geopark. 

Presentations can then be made to LGA councils to inform them of the directions being 

proposed and to gain their overarching support. This support can be written into a 

Memorandum of Understanding to drive the aspiring Geopark. A Memorandum of 

Understanding was achieved in 2008 between these LGAs to drive the Granite Way Drive 

Trail. Having their support will enable joint meetings of LGA staff and councillors to facilitate 

management planning. LGAs would also be requested to contribute resources towards the 

implementation of the management plan. These resources might be in-kind (such as office 

space, stationery, plant, and machinery); financial or other material contributions; or a 

redirection of current resources such as marketing, promotion, signage, and maintenance of 

facilities. 

An anticipated part of the success of LGAs is the facilitation of community groups to 

achieve projects. As determined through this thesis, there is already strong community support 

for this Geopark project and engaging community support is expanded upon below. 
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8.7.1.5 Working with non-government organisations 

There are two key non-government organisations that have a connection to Geoparks and 

would be valuable supporters of Geoparks. These are the Geological Society of Australia and 

Ecotourism Australia. 

Geological Society of Australia 

The GSA, a non-government organisation, has been described previously and has a 

largely professional body of geology-based members. The GSA has a national structure with a 

council of representative members and has branches in each State. At a national level, the 

council of the GSA has established several Standing Committees, one of which is the Standing 

Committee for Geotourism. This researcher is a member of this Standing Committee. The 

Standing Committee is already engaged in determining a political strategy to move forward 

with geotrails across Australia. The chair of the Standing Committee has considered several 

approaches to date; however, to avoid conflict in current negotiations, the term “Geopark” has 

been replaced with “Geo-region”. The State-based GSA branches have also been establishing 

geotourism subcommittees which report to the local branches and the Standing Committee as 

a means of coordinating geotourism within each State and across Australia. The GSA Western 

Australian State branch is considering establishing a geotourism subcommittee as a means of 

engaging its members in this niche field of tourism. Members of the subcommittee would be 

welcome contributors to the Geopark concept. 

Ecotourism Australia 

EA has extensive networks in tourism across Australia and holds highly regarded and 

well-attended annual conferences. Since 2016, the conferences have included geotourism 

segments and workshops. EA conferences are attended by both government and private 

representatives and provide an excellent means of communicating the role of Geoparks to 

delegates and their associated organisations. To further encourage the acceptance of the 

Geopark concept in Australia, EA would be encouraged to continue with the geotourism 

segments and promote Geoparks through their multimedia platforms. 

Geoparks Australia and Geoparks Western Australia 

The facilitation of establishing a Geopark will require support for rural areas. This 

requires a concerted effort from the community by going about establishing regional aspiring 

Geoparks and by Geopark advocates working through policy channels such as EA and the 



206 

 

GSA. Geopark advocates should also undertake direct approaches to Australian Federal and 

State ministers and agencies.  

Geoparks Australia, and in WA Geoparks WA, can assist in the establishment of aspiring 

Geoparks in regional areas. Coordination of lobby approaches needs to be developed. Geoparks 

WA, an incorporated not-for-profit community organisation, has already been established in 

WA. Another organisation, Geoparks Australia, is preparing to become an Australia-wide 

coordinating body. This organisation would extend into each State with an incorporated body 

(Geoparks [State]) as has occurred in WA (Geoparks WA). The charter for these organisations 

would be to facilitate the establishment of Geoparks in Australia and assist aspiring Geoparks 

on a state-by-state basis. 

8.7.1.6 Working with Community groups 

As part of the bottom-up approach advocated by UNESCO for Geoparks, community 

groups are an essential requirement in establishing an aspiring Geopark. In Australia, to be 

effective, community groups will need the support of both LGAs and State governments to 

establish Geoparks in their areas. In the case of the aspiring Wheatbelt Geopark, community 

meetings to collect research data have indicated that the communities are prepared to work 

together to create a Geopark; however, they prefer to retain management control over decisions 

about the direction and management of the Geopark. This can be difficult if there is a reliance 

on government funding for the support of the Geopark; however, with the correct management 

structure in place, this could be achieved. UNESCO guidelines require a formal management 

structure to be in place for the coordination and development of a Geopark. Having a not-for-

profit incorporated organisation can be beneficial as it is one step removed from government 

and is therefore able to receive grant funding for projects with the support of government 

agencies who might not otherwise be eligible. 

To establish a management group for an aspiring Geopark in the Wheatbelt of WA, a 

coordinated approach across four, and potentially six, community groups in as many LGAs is 

required. This will be a significant task and will require funding for planning and 

implementation. To enact these proposals, a coordinator would be required, the costs of which 

might be obtained from the Wheatbelt Development Commission.  
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8.7.2 Model for management of a proposed Geopark in Australia 

UNESCO Global Geopark models range from top-down, as in China’s approach (Ng, 

2017), to formation by legislation such as in Slovakia (Rybar, Molokac, & Hlavcova, 2014) 

and cooperative approaches by local government authorities such as in Katla Geopark in 

Iceland (Rybar et al., 2014) and TERRA.vita in Germany (Hartling & Meier, 2010). 

In Australia, the proposed model is that of the former Kanawinka Geopark which 

engaged with LGAs across the volcanic regions in South Australia and Victoria. The model 

engaged with local government authorities, business, and community organisations with 

representation on the management committee by State agencies as and when required. 

Kanawinka comprised a large area and this contributed to communication issues. Recently, 

Etheridge LGA in Queensland attempted to initiate a Geopark over its singular—though 

extensive—LGA; however, due to negative perceptions about the conservation influence of 

UNESCO, this proposal was abandoned in favour of establishing a series of geotrails. Based 

on the failure of both recent models of Kanawinka and Etheridge, consideration was given to 

reducing the scale of the Geopark concept in terms of scale (area covered) and partners 

(numbers of LGAs and other land managers involved) and instead focusing on geo-trails until 

such time that all stakeholders become familiar with the Geopark concept.  

Given the responses by stakeholders in this research study, the Kanawinka model of 

engaging LGAs appears to be the most acceptable as it retains decision-making and 

management control in the hands of the local community. This is also the most common model 

used by Geoparks which meets UNESCO requirements of a community-driven approach The 

LGA model also addresses the environmental, economic, and social dimensions of sustainable 

development (Gabriel et al., 2018).  

In WA, there are several LGAs keen to adopt a Geopark within or over their collective 

boundaries (Figure 7.1). The concept would initially align the boundary of an aspiring Geopark 

with the boundaries of the participating LGAs. After a period in which governments recognise 

the Geopark concept, a more specific Geopark boundary might be defined if considered 

necessary or required.  

Within the research study area, four LGAs are willing to participate. Consideration is being 

given to including two additional LGAs to establish identifiable boundaries. This would result in 

an approximate Geopark size of over 11,000 square kilometres. However, unlike the Kanawinka 



208 

 

Geopark, the distance between the participating LGA centres is not large by Australian standards. 

The proposed management models would comprise two stages. The first stage (Figure 8.1) is the 

establishment of a steering committee to initiate and develop the aspiring Geopark concept. This 

committee would be comprised of the LGA CEOs and their representative C/EDOs. A Geopark 

working committee comprised of C/EDOs and recognised local stakeholders would be convened 

to initiate the business planning framework for the Geopark.  

 

Figure 8.1 Proposed management structure for the Aspiring Geopark. 

The second stage (Figure 8.2) would establish an incorporated formal Geopark board 

which would then take on the management of the aspiring Westralia Granite Way UNESCO 

Global Geopark in accordance with UNESCO requirements. The second stage would retain the 

steering committee led by the LGAs and include the Geopark management committee for the 

aspiring Geopark. This board would include LGA representation, local business and 

government agencies, and representatives of the local community. 

The board would, in due course, engage an executive officer to have oversight over 

administration, conservation, education, research, marketing, and sustainable development 

programs. The executive officer would primarily be responsible for pursing the registration of 

the Geopark as a UNESCO Global Geopark in accordance with the procedures set out by 

UNESCO (Appendix A). Liaison with State agencies would be achieved through 

representation on a community consultation panel—along with community members—which 

would inform the board of the Geopark about policy directions, agency and community needs, 

and implementation requirements.  
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Figure 8.2 Proposed management structure for the Westralia Granite Way UNESCO Global Geopark. 
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8.8 Future research 

This thesis has focussed on stakeholder perceptions about establishing a geopark in the 

Wheatbelt of WA. It has not addressed specific outcomes resulting from establishing a geopark 

in rural areas. Some matters raised during this study included queries about economic outcomes 

and environmental impacts, social and community benefits, and cultural awareness 

improvement and engagement. 

Most interest was about economic improvements. Quantification of financial benefits 

and costs associated with Geoparks was raised in this case study. Previous research has 

demonstrated community measures taken to produce Geopark artefacts, literature, and touristic 

merchandise as well as food products being named in association with Geopark (Zouros, 2010). 

Currently, apart from China (Ng, 2017) and high-order estimates of economic returns in places 

such as Ireland, the UK, and Germany (Dowling & Newsome, 2018), there are limited specific 

Geopark analyses of the financial benefits and costs from having established Geoparks in rural 

areas, particularly in Australia. There is scope for a detailed economic analysis of the benefits 

of individual Global Geoparks to local communities (income, rents) and associated businesses 

(income, rents, services) as well as to governments (foreign currency, taxes) and government 

agencies (rates, taxes, services). LGAs will also be likely to benefit through increased rates and 

taxes and the hire of facilities such as caravan parks. 

Research has been conducted into cultural and social outcomes; for example, Lesvos 

Geopark (Zouros, 2010). However, in Australia, there is the potential to undertake research 

into the possible impacts of Geoparks on Aboriginal cultural tourism and for awareness of 

Aboriginal culture to be reinvigorated through a Geopark medium. This should also include 

determining whether there is the potential for Aboriginal communities further develop cultural 

tourism through custodial heritage and connection with the land and the degree of sharing their 

culture with tourists. 

8.9 Overall Conclusion 

In conclusion, stakeholder support for the Geopark concept in the Wheatbelt of WA is 

strong. Most stakeholders had no direct experience of Geoparks. The current research has 

shown that stakeholders are willing to contribute to the establishment and management of a 

Geopark for the perceived benefits of business growth and job creation that would come with 

tourism development. They acknowledged the negative perceptions of Federal and State 
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government and government agencies about a perceived confusion of the use of the term 

“park”, the possible competition for resources, and perceptions about legislative implications 

associated with engaging with UNESCO. However, the stakeholders were still keen to share 

their towns with tourists and visitors and willingly offered their time and tourism attractions to 

be included in the proposed Geopark.  

At the same time, there are negative perceptions held by government and these need to 

be discussed and resolved before government policy can be changed. Those negative 

perceptions were discussed in Chapter 7. Approaches have been initiated through both 

government and non-government channels to influence perceptions towards the positive 

aspects of Geoparks, and there are many. China has adopted Geoparks as part of its rural 

poverty-reduction program, Europe has adopted Geoparks for conservation of geosites and 

created permanent and seasonal employment where Geoparks are established. In 2019, New 

Zealand announced its first aspiring Geopark to take advantage of the international UNESCO 

Global Geopark brand and the UNESCO marketing and promotional tourism profile. 

Unfortunately, it was considered by the New Zealand government to be premature and has 

since reviewed its proposal. The Waitaki Whitestone Geopark Trust, the governing body, found 

that further input was required for funding, signage, community engagement, and increased 

educational component (New Zealand National Commission for UNESCO, 2019). However, 

the Geopark is still proceeding. It is time for Australia to embrace the internationally recognised 

Geopark concept. 

Australia has a world-class nature-based tourism infrastructure. UNESCO branded, 

internationally recognised, Global Geoparks would be complementary and therefore should be 

adopted by Australia, adding a strong marketing opportunity and strategy to attract local and 

international tourists. 

The purpose of the current research was to address the current government views of 

Geoparks and to facilitate discussion about Geoparks in Australia. This thesis provides a strong 

argument for the establishment of Geoparks in Australia. 
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Appendix A United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 

organisation (UNESCO) Guidelines for establishing 

a Global Geopark 
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Appendix B Why a Third International Reserve System? 

Source: UNESCO (2015b) 
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Appendix C Comparison between Federal and State Acts and Legislation 

Table C.1 Australian Culture and Heritage Acts 

Level of 

Government 

Act Provision: Role: Impacts Geoheritage 

Federal Environment 

Protection and 

Biodiversity 

Conservation 

Act 1999 (EPBC Act)  

The EPBC Act provides a legal 

framework to protect and manage 

nationally and internationally important 

flora, fauna, ecological communities 

and heritage places defined in the Act 

as matters of national environmental 

significance. 

Makes it an offence for any 

person to take an action that is 

likely to have a significant 

impact on matters protected by 

the Act, unless they have the 

approval of the Australian 

environment minister. 

Protected matters are matters 

of national environmental 

significance as well as the 

environment of Commonwealth 

land. 

Federal/ 

State/ 

LGAs 

None other than 

the Great Barrier 

Reef 

Federal Protection of Cultural 

Moveable Heritage 

Act 1986 

An Act to protect Australia’s heritage of 

movable cultural objects, to support the 

protection by foreign countries of their 

heritage of movable cultural objects, 

and for related purposes 

Addresses the export of 

moveable cultural assets 

Federal/ 

State/ 

LGAs 

No mention of 

geology 

State – South 

Australia 

Environment 

Protection Act 1993 

An Act to provide for the protection of 

the environment; to establish the 

Environment Protection Authority and 

define its functions and powers; and for 

other purposes. 

Offence to contravene 

mandatory provisions of policy 

State/LGAs No mention of 

geology 

State – Australian 

Capital Territory 

Heritage Act 2004 An Act to provide for the recognition, 

registration and conservation of places 

and 

The main objects of this Act are 

as follows: (a) to establish a 

system for the recognition, 

registration and conservation of 

State/LGAs Includes geology 

in relation to 

heritage 
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objects of natural and cultural 

significance, and for other purposes 

the following: (i) places and 

objects that have natural 

heritage significance; (ii) places 

and objects that have cultural 

heritage significance; (iii) 

Aboriginal places and objects; 

(b) to establish the heritage 

council; (c) to provide for 

heritage agreements to 

encourage the conservation of 

heritage places and objects; (d) 

to establish enforcement and 

offence provisions to provide 

greater protection for heritage 

places and objects; (e) to 

provide a system integrated 

with land planning and 

development to consider 

development applications 

having regard to the heritage 

significance of places and 

heritage guidelines 

State – Western 

Australia 

Environmental 

Protection Act 1986 

An Act to provide for an Environmental 

Protection Authority, for the prevention, 

control and abatement of pollution and 

environmental harm, for the 

conservation, preservation, protection, 

enhancement and management of the 

environment and for matters incidental 

to or connected with the foregoing. 

“environmental harm” means 

direct or indirect — (a) harm to 

the environment involving 

removal or destruction of, or 

damage to — (i) native 

vegetation; or (ii) the habitat of 

native vegetation or Indigenous 

aquatic or terrestrial animals; 

(b) alteration of the 

environment to its detriment or 

degradation or potential 

detriment or degradation; (c) 

alteration of the environment to 

State/LGAs Only for a mining 

inspector to take 

geological 

samples 
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the detriment or potential 

detriment of an environmental 

value; or (d) alteration of the 

environment of a prescribed 

kind; “material environmental 

harm” means environmental 

harm that — (a) is neither trivial 

nor negligible; or (b) results in 

actual or potential loss, 

property damage or damage 

costs of an amount, or amounts 

in aggregate, exceeding the 

threshold amount; “serious 

environmental harm” means 

environmental harm that — (a) 

is irreversible, of a high impact 

or on a wide scale; (b) is 

significant or in an area of high 

conservation value or special 

significance; or (c) results in 

actual or potential loss, 

property damage or damage 

costs of an amount, or amounts 

in aggregate, exceeding 5 

times the threshold amount. 

State – Western 

Australia 

Heritage of Western 

Australia Act 1990 

The objects of this Act, with due regard 

to the rights of property 

ownership, are — 

 (a) to identify, conserve and where 

appropriate enhance 

those places within Western Australia 

which are of 

 State/LGAs Only in relation to 

mining 
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significance to the cultural heritage; and 

 (b) in relation to any area, to facilitate 

development that is 

in harmony with the cultural heritage 

values of that area; and (c) to promote 

public awareness as to the cultural 

heritage, generally. 

State – Western 

Australia 

Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 1972 

An Act to make provision for the 

preservation on behalf of the 

community of places and objects 

customarily used by or traditional to the 

original inhabitants of Australia or their 

descendants, or associated therewith, 

and for other purposes incidental 

thereto. 

 State/LGAs Only in relation to 

mining 
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Table C.2 Australian National Parks and Wildlife Acts 

Level of 

Government 

Act Provision: Role: Impacts Geo-significance 

State – New 

South Wales 

National Parks and 

Wildlife Act 1974 

An Act to consolidate and amend the 

law relating to the establishment, 

preservation and management of 

national parks, historic sites and 

certain other areas and the protection 

of certain Aboriginal objects; to repeal 

the Wild Flowers and Native Plants 

Protection Act 1927, the Fauna 

Protection Act 1948, the National 

Parks and Wildlife Act 1967 and 

certain other enactments; to amend 

the Local Government Act 1919 and 

certain other Acts in certain respects; 

and for purposes connected therewith. 

The objects of this Act are as 

follows: (a) the conservation of 

nature, including, but not limited to, 

the conservation of: (i) habitat, 

ecosystems and ecosystem 

processes, and (ii) biological 

diversity at the community, species 

and genetic levels, and (iii) 

landforms of significance, including 

geological features and processes, 

and (iv) landscapes and natural 

features of significance including 

wilderness and wild rivers, (b) the 

conservation of objects, places or 

features (including biological 

diversity) of cultural value within 

the landscape, including, but not 

limited to: (i) places, objects and 

features of significance to 

Aboriginal people, and (ii) places of 

social value to the people of New 

South Wales, and (iii)  places of 

historic, architectural or scientific 

significance, (c) fostering public 

appreciation, understanding and 

enjoyment of nature and cultural 

heritage and their conservation, (d) 

providing for the management of 

land reserved under this Act in 

accordance with the management 

principles applicable for each type 

of reservation. (2) The objects of 

State/LGAs Geological 

features and 

landscapes 
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this Act are to be achieved by 

applying the principles of 

ecologically sustainable 

development. (3) In carrying out 

functions under this Act, the 

Minister, the Chief Executive and 

the Service are to give effect to the 

following: (a) the objects of this Act, 

(b) the public interest in the 

protection of the values for which 

land is reserved under this Act and 

the appropriate management of 

those lands. 

State – South 

Australia 

National Parks and 

Wildlife Act 1972 

An Act to provide for the establishment 

and management of reserves for 

public benefit and enjoyment; to 

provide for the conservation of wildlife 

in a natural environment; and for other 

purposes. 

objectives in managing reserves: 

(a) the preservation and 

management of wildlife; and (b) the 

preservation of historic sites, 

objects and structures of historic or 

scientific interest within reserves; 

and (c) the preservation of features 

of geographical, natural or scenic 

interest; and (d) the destruction of 

dangerous weeds and the 

eradication or control of noxious 

weeds and exotic plants; and (e) 

the control of vermin and exotic 

animals; and (f) the control and 

eradication of disease of animals 

and vegetation; and (g) the 

prevention and suppression of 

bush fires and other hazards; and 

(h) the encouragement of public 

use and enjoyment of reserves and 

education in, and a proper 

understanding and recognition of, 

State/LGAs Geographical 

features 
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their purpose and significance; and 

(i) generally the promotion of the 

public interest; and (j) in relation to 

managing a regional reserve—to 

permit the utilisation of natural 

resources while conserving wildlife 

and the natural or historic features 

of the land; and (k) insofar as a 

reserve is located wholly or partly 

within the Murray-Darling Basin, 

the promotion of the objects of the 

River Murray Act 2003 and the 

Objectives for a Healthy River 

Murray under that Act; and (l) the 

preservation and protection of 

Aboriginal sites, features, objects 

and structures of spiritual or 

cultural significance within 

reserves. 

State - Tasmania National Parks and 

Reserves 

Management Act 

2002 

 

An Act to provide for the management 

of national parks and other reserved 

land, to repeal the National Parks and 

Wildlife Act 1970 and related Acts and 

for related purposes 

 State/LGAs Geological 

diversity 

State - Tasmania Nature Conservation 

Act 2002 

 

An Act to make provision with respect 

to the conservation and protection of 

the fauna, flora and geological 

diversity of the State, to provide for the 

declaration of national parks and other 

reserved land and for related purposes 

 State/LGAs Geological 

diversity 

State - Victoria National Parks Act 

1975 

The objects of this Act are— (a) to 

make provision, in respect of national 

parks, State parks, marine national 

 State/LGAs Geological 

features 

https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/2014-10-22/act-1970-047
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/2014-10-22/act-1970-047
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parks and marine sanctuaries (i) for 

the preservation and protection of the 

natural environment including 

wilderness areas and remote and 

natural areas in those parks; (ii) for the 

protection and preservation of 

Indigenous flora and fauna and of 

features of scenic or archaeological, 

ecological, geological, historic or other 

scientific interest in those parks; and 

(iii) for the study of ecology, geology, 

botany, zoology and other sciences 

relating to the conservation of the 

natural environment in those parks; 

and (iv) for the responsible 

management of the land in those 

parks; (aa) to make further provision in 

respect of designated water supply 

catchment areas in national parks (i) 

for the protection of those areas; and 

(ii) for the maintenance of the water 

quality and otherwise for the protection 

of the water resources in those areas; 

and (iii) for the restriction of human 

activity in those areas for the purposes 

of subparagraphs (i) and (ii); (ab) to 

make provision in respect of 

wilderness parks (i) for the protection, 

enhancement and management of 

those parks as wilderness so as to 

maximise the extent to which those 

parks are undisturbed by the 

influences of the European settlement 

of Australia; and (ii) for the protection, 

preservation and evolution of the 

natural environment including 
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Indigenous flora and fauna and of 

features of ecological, geological, 

scenic, archaeological and other 

scientific significance; and (iii) for the 

use and enjoyment of those parks by 

the public for inspiration, solitude and 

appropriate self-reliant recreation; and 

(iv) for the study of ecology, geology, 

botany, zoology archaeology and 

other sciences relating to the 

environment in those parks; (b) in 

respect of parks described in 

Schedule Three (i) to make provision, 

insofar as is appropriate to each such 

park, for the protection and 

preservation of Indigenous flora and 

fauna and of features of scenic or 

archaeological, ecological, historic or 

other scientific interest; and (ii) subject 

to such provision as is made under 

subparagraph (i), to make provision for 

the public to observe, experience or 

otherwise become acquainted in those 

parks with the countryside and rural 

skills activities and pursuits and for 

carrying on, in those parks and for 

those purposes, agricultural, 

horticultural, or other agrarian projects 

and botanical, biological, ecological, 

geological, zoological, or other 

scientific studies or projects; and to 

make provision in accordance with the 

foregoing for the use of parks by the 

public for the purposes of enjoyment, 

recreation or education and for the 
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encouragement and control of that 

use. 

State – Western 

Australia 

Conservation and 

Land Management 

Act 1984 

An Act to make better provision for the 

use, protection and management of 

certain public lands and waters and 

the flora and fauna thereof, to 

establish the Conservation and Parks 

Commission, to confer functions 

relating to the conservation, protection 

and management of biodiversity and 

biodiversity components, and for 

incidental or connected purposes. 

 State/LGAs No mention of 

geology 
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Appendix D IUCN Categories for conservation 

 

Source: https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/about/protected-area-categories 
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Appendix E Granite Way 
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Appendix F Criteria for Stakeholder Interview Nominees 
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Appendix G Geo-Assets within the Western Australian Wheatbelt Aspiring Geopark 

Table G.1 Listing of Geo-Assets 

Source: CEO, Tammin (pers. comms.) 

Key: T = Tammin, B = Bruce Rock, K = Kellerberrin, Q = Quairading 

ID 
No 

Name Location Title 
Descriptio
n 

Council 
Reference 

Stakeholders Ownership Access Dogs Camping Attractions Site Issues Area 

T.1 Hunts Well Hunt Rd 
3.5km south of 
Tammin 

Reserve 
2083 Loc 
28813 

RES-2083 Shire of 
Tammin, 
DLI 

Vested Shire of 
Tammin - 
Stopping Place 
for Travellers & 
Stock 

Open off 
Hunt Rd 

No 
Control 

No Control Historic site 
Good views 

Dam walls 
require 
reformation. 
Directional 
signage 
required. 
Interpretative 
material 
requires 
update. 

  

T.2 Yorkrakine 
Rock 

Yorkrakine 
Rock Rd 
26km north of 
Tammin 

Reserve 
23586 
Reserve 
27483 

AGR-16 Shire of 
Tammin 
DLI 

Vested NPNCA Open off 
Yorkrakine 
Rock Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Good views 
Unique 
scorpion 

  157.4 
ha 

T.3 Doongin 
Peak 

Off Golf Links 
Rd 
4.5km north 
west of Tammin 

Reserve 
11996 

RES-
11996 

R Hocking Unvested 
trigonometrical 
station 

Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
Control 

No Control Historic site 
Good views 

Access 
agreement 
Walk path 
definition 
Interpretive 
signage 

  

T.4 Tammin 
Rock 

Goldfields Rd 
5.5km south 
east of Tammin 

Loc 27515 ASS-20   GM & KL Caffell Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
Control 

No Control Unknown     

T.5 Youering 
Rock 

Youering Rd 
17.5kn north 
west of Tammin 

Loc 13388 ASS-217   D & P York Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
Control 

No Control Unknown     

T.6 Barine 
Rock 

Yorkrakine 
West Rd 
29 km north of 
Tammin 

          No 
Control 

No Control Unknown     
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B.1 Kokerbin 
Nature 
Reserve  

Kokerbin Hill Rd 
Shackleton 

Reserve 
347 Loc 
14520 
Reserve 
105 Loc 
11043 

  Shire of Bruce 
Rock 
DEC 

Shire of Bruce 
Rock 
DEC, Noongar 
groups - Njaki 
Njaki (Merredin) 
& Ballardong 
(Badjaling 
Quairading) 

Access off 
Kokerbin 
Hill Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Limited  Kokerbin 
Rock, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
Black 
flanked Rock 
wallaby 
camp site, 
picnic area, 
Historic well, 
view and 
surrounds  

Camping area 
encroaches on 
day picnic area 
(therefore 
potential 
relocation of 
campsite), 
current carpark 
area, current 
wood fire BBQs, 
undefined 
picnic area, 
picnic area & 
areas close to 
the face of the 
rock require 
rehabilitation, 
improved visitor 
information and 
interpretation 
required, walks 
trails require 
attention in 
numerous 
areas. Lookout 
- retained, 
erosion issue 
requires 
attention, 
rehabilitate old 
track and 
realign 
pedestrian 
access. Rock 
car park - 
relocate, 
rehabilitate old 
track, new 
alignment 
required. 
Historic well - 
car park, picnic 
area and 
improve path 
access 
required. 

2.0234 
Ha 
89.244
9 Ha 
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B.2 Bruce Rock 
Nature 
Reserve  

Bruce Rock 
East Rd Bruce 
Rock 

Reserve 
12277 

  Shire of Bruce 
Rock  

Vested: 
Conservation 
commission of 
WA, managed by 
DEC 

Access off 
Bruce Rock 
East Rd  

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No  Bruce's 
Rock, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
picnic area, 
view and 
surrounds  

  39.530
2 Ha 

B.3 Nungegin 
Hill 

On private 
landholder's 
property  

Reserve 
2083 Loc 
19675 

  Shire of Bruce 
Rock, Private 
landholder  

Private  Private no 
access  

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Nungegin 
Hill, flora and 
fauna 
attractions, 
picnic area, 
view and 
surrounds  

  22.179
3 Ha  

B.4 Karebrenin 
Rock 

On private 
landholder's 
property  

    Shire of Bruce 
Rock, Private 
landholder  

Private  Private no 
access  

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Karebrenin 
Rock, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
view and 
surrounds  

  398.83
79 Ha 

B.5 Conway 
Patch  

Fushsibichler 
Rd Bruce Rock 

Reserve 
2083 Loc 
13035 

  Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Vested Shire of 
Bruce Rock 

Access off 
Fushsibichl
er Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Conway 
Patch, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
view and 
surrounds  

  20.234
3 Ha 

B.6 Kulbullikin 
Rock  

Sippe Rd Bruce 
Rock 

Loc 14424   Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Access off 
Sippe Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Kulbullikin 
Rock, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
view and 
surrounds  

  64.749
7 Ha 

B.7 Banduppin 
Rock 

Caporn Rd 
Bruce Rock 

Reserve 15003 
Loc 20505 

  Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Access off 
Caporn Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Banduppin 
Rock, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
view and 
surrounds  

  4.0469 
Ha 

B.8 Cummunin 
Rock 

      Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

  No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Cummunin 
Rock, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
view and 
surrounds  
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B.9 Granite 
outcrop 
behind 
Railway 
reserve 
dam 

      Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

Shire of Bruce 
Rock 

  No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

No Granite 
outcrop, flora 
and fauna 
attractions, 
view and 
surrounds  

    

K.1 Kellerberri
n Hill 

2km from 
Kellerberrin 
Town site, off 
Kellerberrin- 
Bencubbin RD 

Reserve 2913 R-2913 Shire of 
Kellerberrin, 
Department of 
Water 

  Open, left off 
Kellerberrin-
Bencubbin 
Rd 

No 
Control 

No 
Control 

Good Views, 
Golf Course 

    

K.2 Durokoppi
n Nature 
Reserve 

Off Kellerberrin-
Bencubbin Rd, 
20km north of 
Town site 

A-22921 A-22921 Department of 
Environment 
and 
Conservation 

Vested: 
Conservation 
Commission of 
WA, managed 
by DEC 

Open, right 
off 
Kellerberrin-
Bencubbin 
Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Very Diverse 
Flora 
Educational 
opportunities 
re: salinity 
management 
and the 
Wallatin 
Wildlife & 
Landcare 
groups 
activities 

Needs DEC 
Consultation 

1 029.7 
ha 

K.3 Mt 
Caroline 
Nature 
Reserve 

20km from town 
site, left off 
Kellerberrin-
Yoting Rd 

A-11047 A-11407 Department of 
Environment 
and 
Conservation 

Vested: 
Conservation 
Commission of 
WA, managed 
by DEC 

Open, left off 
Kellerberrin-
Yoting Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Excellent 
Views, 
Diverse Flora, 
Black 
Flanked Rock 
Wallabies.   
Good photo 
point on the 
Kellerberrin- 
Yotting Rd - 
views of Mt 
Caroline, Mt 
Stirling etc - 
suit info bay 

Needs DEC 
Consultation.  
Significant 
population of 
Black-flanked 
Rock 
Wallabies.  
Reserve is 
baited with 
1080 dried 
meat baits 
every 4 
weeks.  Code 
of practice for 
the safe use of 
1080 prohibits 
recreation 
within areas 
baited with 
1080.                                                                    
Noongar 
sensitive site 
(not 
registered) - 
high degree of 

351.7 
ha 
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interest from 
Njaki Njaki & 
Ballardong 
groups 

K.4  Lake 
Bandee 

Right off Great 
Eastern 
Highway, 4km 
East of 
Doodlakine 

    Shire of 
Kellerberrin, 
Department of 
Water 

  Open, Right 
off G.E. 
Highway 
onto Ski 
Lake Road 

No 
Control 

No 
Control 

Good views, 
water sports 

    

K.5 Mournucki
ng Nature 
Reserve 

9km from town 
site, Left off 
Kellerberrin-
Yoting Rd, onto 
Saunders Rd 

A-24897 A-24897 Department of 
Environment 
and 
Conservation 

Vested: 
Conservation 
commission of 
WA, managed 
by DEC 

9km from 
townsite, 
Left off 
Kellerberrin-
Yoting Rd, 
onto 
Saunders Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Diverse Flora Needs DEC 
Consultation 

696.7 
ha 

K.6 Glenluce 
Nature 
Reserve 

25km from town 
site, left off 
Kellerberrin-
Yoting Rd, onto 
Gardner Rd 

A-25112, 
A-26266 

A-25112, 
A-26266 

Department of 
Environment 
and 
Conservation 

Vested: 
Conservation 
commission of 
WA, managed 
by DEC 

25km from 
townsite, left 
off 
Kellerberrin-
Yoting Rd, 
onto 
Gardner Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Diverse Flora Needs DEC 
Consultation 

148.5 
ha 

Q.1 Mount 
Stirling 
Nature 
Reserve 
(includes 
private 
property & 
Shire 
reserves) 

Glenluce Rd 
28km north east 
of Quairading 

Loc 241, 351, 
8527, 8528, 
8530 and 8567 
Reserve11048 
and 11999. 

RES-
11048, 
RES-
11999 

Hammond 
Hayes  

Hammond, 
Hayes, 
DEC 

Open off 
Glenluce Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

  Reserve is 
baited with 
1080 dried 
meat baits 
every 4 
weeks.  Code 
of practice for 
the safe use of 
1080 prohibits 
recreation 
within areas 
baited with 
1080.                                                  
Noongar 
sensitive site 
(not 
registered) - 
high degree of 
interest from 
Njaki Njaki & 
Ballardong 
groups 

225 ha 
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Q.2 Banduppin 
Rock 

Caporn Rd 
19km east of 
Quairading  

Loc 26509 and 
16012. 

    B. Caporn, 
G. Wishart 

Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.3 Pikaring 
Hill 
(includes 
Pikaring 
Hill Nature 
Reserve) 

Old Beverley Rd 
30km east 
south east from 
Quairading 

Loc 25547 
Reserve 976 

RES-976 G. Hughes Vested: 
Conservation 
commission of 
WA, managed 
by DEC 

Open off old 
Beverley Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

    58.3 ha 

Q.4   Old Beverley Rd 
25km east 
south east from 
Quairading 

Loc 14887       Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.5 Two out 
Crops 

Old Beverley Rd 
23km east 
south east of 
Quairading 

Loc 12523     G. Stone Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.6   Old Beverley Rd 
27km south 
east of 
Quairading 

Loc 18716 and 
16360. 

      Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.7   South of 
Beverley Rd 
and Heal Rd 
Intersection 13 
km south east of 
Quairading 

Loc 597, 695, 
2582, 2102, 
6642, 6643, 
8067, 9852, 
10909 and 
10910. 

      Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.8 Toapin 
Rock 

Toapin Rd 5km 
north west of 
Quairading 

Loc 18489       Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.9 Ulonging 
Hill 

Shenton Rd 
16km south 
east of 
Quairading 

Loc 8382       Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.1
0 

West of 
Mount 
Stirling 

Mt Stirling Road 
23km north east 
of Quairading 

Loc 17043       Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.1
1 

Moulien 
Estate 

Kellerberrin 
Yotting Rd 
23km north east 
of Quairading 

Loc 17046       Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 
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Q.1
2 

Coolalling 13km south 
east of 
Quairading 

Loc 9194       Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.1
3 

Quairadin
g Springs 

3km south of 
Quairading near 
the speedway 

Loc 21617   Johnson   Access 
through 
private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.1
4 

Nookamin
nie 

Weir Rd 3km 
west of 
Quairading 

Reserve 16405 RES-
16405 

  Shire Vesting Open access 
of York 
Quairading 
Rd 

          

Q.1
5 

Adamsons 
Rocks 

Adamson Rd 
8km north west 
of Quairading 

Loc 21600       Access 
through 
Private 
property 

No 
control 

        

Q.1
6 

Gundaring 
Nature 
Reserve 

Pantapin Rd 
26Km north east 
of Quairading 

Reserve 11039 RES-
11039 

  Vested: 
Conservation 
Commission of 
WA, managed 
by DEC 

Open off 
Pantapin Rd 

No dogs 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

Not 
allowed, 
limited 
control 

  Reserve is 
baited with 
1080 dried 
meat baits 
every 4 weeks.  
Code of 
practice for the 
safe use of 
1080 prohibits 
recreation 
within areas 
baited with 
1080.  

127.5 
ha 

Q.1
7 

Juropin 
Rocks 

Quairading 
South Rd 12km 
south east of 
Quairading  

Loc 4858       Access 
through 
Private 
property 

No 
control 
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Appendix H Timeline for Field Work 

Determining stakeholder perceptions of 
creating a Geopark in the Wheatbelt of 
Western Australia                                       

                                        

        
20
15           

20
16                   

Action By 
Mo
nth 

Ju
ne 

Jul
y 

Au
gu
st 

Sept
emb
er 

Oc
tob
er 

Nov
em
ber 

Dec
em
ber 

Jan
uar
y 

Feb
rua
ry 

M
ar
ch 

Ap
ril 

M
a
y 

Jun
e 

J
u
l
y 

Au
gus
t 

Sept
emb
er 

Oc
tob
er 

WDC timeline                                       

Commenced 30 April 2015                                       

Completion Date 30 June 2016                                       

Acquittal Date 31 October 2016                                       

(Acquittal is final WDC report for grant)                                       

Quarterly meetings       

Pr
og 
rpt     

Pro
g 
rpt     

Pr
og 
rpt     

Pr
og 
rpt             

Report                             

Dra
ft 
rpt   

Fin
al 
Rpt     

                                        

FORUMS                                       

Establish timelines for forums with LGAs 
A
B                                     

Book halls 
A
B                                     
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Hold forums 

A
B/
RS                                     

Arrange PR of forums with LGAs                                       

local paper 
LG
As                                     

LGA newsletters 
LG
As                                     

email 
LG
As                                     

web 
LG
As                                     

posters 
LG
As                                     

Arrange catering                                       

                                        

Ensure questionnaires are secure                                       

sort of completeness                                       

analyse questionnaires                                       

compile results                                       

                                        

                                        

                                        

INTERVIEWS                                       

research initial targets                                       

obtain additional targets from LGAs                                       

obtain additonal targets from forums                                       

contact targets to schedule interviews                                       

interviews                                       

transcribe recorded interviews                                       
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analyse data                                       

compile results                                       

                                        

                                        

ONLINE SURVEY                                       

                                        

Develop online survey from questionnaire                                       

trial online survey                                       

make adjustments                                       

distribute via LGAs                                       

allow 2 weeks for completion                                       

collect results                                       

analyse results                                       

                                        

Reporting to WDC                                       

Compile draft report                                       

Obtain feedback                                       

Finalise report and submit                                       

                                        

                                        

   
Due 
dates                 

   
Progress 
reports                 

   

Submiss
ion 
dates                 
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Appendix I Advertisement for Forums 
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Appendix J Advertising the Online Survey to LGA Residents 
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Appendix K Themes for Forums, Interviews and Online Survey 
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Appendix L Questionnaire 
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Appendix M Stakeholder semi-structured interview 

M.1 Consent Form  
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M.2 Information Letter 
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M.3 Interview Format 
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Appendix N Frequency Tables for Questionnaires 

Table N.1 Frequencies resulting from stakeholder perceptions relating to statements about tourism 

and tourists. 

Tourism is good for 
Australia Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 51 68.0 68.9 68.9 

2 22 29.3 29.7 98.6 

5 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 74 98.7 100.0  
Missing System 1 1.3   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourism is more than 
having a holiday Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 44 58.7 59.5 59.5 

2 27 36.0 36.5 95.9 

3 3 4.0 4.1 100.0 

Total 74 98.7 100.0  
Missing System 1 1.3   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourism means 
learning about the 
place visited Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 51 68.0 68.0 68.0 

2 24 32.0 32.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Tourism can create 
employment 
opportunities Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 48 64.0 64.0 64.0 

2 26 34.7 34.7 98.7 

3 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Tourism can create 
jobs locally Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 48 64.0 64.0 64.0 

2 24 32.0 32.0 96.0 

3 3 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Tourists visiting 
Australia improve our 
economy Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 46 61.3 63.0 63.0 

2 26 34.7 35.6 98.6 

3 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 73 97.3 100.0  
Missing System 2 2.7   
Total 75 100.0   
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Tourists are 
interested in learning 
about Australia Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 28 37.3 37.3 37.3 

2 38 50.7 50.7 88.0 

3 8 10.7 10.7 98.7 

4 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Tourists learn about 
Australian 
environment Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 21 28.0 29.2 29.2 

2 35 46.7 48.6 77.8 

3 14 18.7 19.4 97.2 

4 2 2.7 2.8 100.0 

Total 72 96.0 100.0  
Missing System 3 4.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists learn about 
Australian culture Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 15 20.0 20.3 20.3 

2 37 49.3 50.0 70.3 

3 20 26.7 27.0 97.3 

4 2 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 74 98.7 100.0  
Missing System 1 1.3   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists experience 
Aboriginal culture Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 12 16.0 16.4 16.4 

2 25 33.3 34.2 50.7 

3 20 26.7 27.4 78.1 

4 16 21.3 21.9 100.0 

Total 73 97.3 100.0  
Missing System 2 2.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists can damage 
the environment Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 16 21.3 21.9 21.9 

2 35 46.7 47.9 69.9 

3 18 24.0 24.7 94.5 

4 3 4.0 4.1 98.6 

5 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 73 97.3 100.0  
Missing System 2 2.7   
Total 75 100.0   
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Tourists have a 
positive impact on 
local communities Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 30 40.0 41.7 41.7 

2 40 53.3 55.6 97.2 

3 2 2.7 2.8 100.0 

Total 72 96.0 100.0  
Missing System 3 4.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists can damage 
local culture Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 10 13.3 14.5 14.5 

2 24 32.0 34.8 49.3 

3 20 26.7 29.0 78.3 

4 14 18.7 20.3 98.6 

5 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 69 92.0 100.0  
Missing System 6 8.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists are 
interested in learning 
about Aboriginal 
culture Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 14 18.7 19.2 19.2 

2 32 42.7 43.8 63.0 

3 23 30.7 31.5 94.5 

4 4 5.3 5.5 100.0 

Total 73 97.3 100.0  
Missing System 2 2.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists are 
interested in learning 
about Australian 
heritage Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 14 18.7 19.2 19.2 

2 35 46.7 47.9 67.1 

3 23 30.7 31.5 98.6 

4 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 73 97.3 100.0  
Missing System 2 2.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Tourists are 
interested in learning 
about Australian 
environment Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 14 18.7 18.9 18.9 

2 37 49.3 50.0 68.9 

3 21 28.0 28.4 97.3 

4 2 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 74 98.7 100.0  
Missing System 1 1.3   
Total 75 100.0   
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Tourism can assist 
rural towns by 
creating employment Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 27 36.0 36.5 36.5 

2 42 56.0 56.8 93.2 

3 4 5.3 5.4 98.6 

4 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 74 98.7 100.0  
Missing System 1 1.3   
Total 75 100.0   

 

Table N.2 Frequencies resulting from stakeholder perceptions relating to statements about rural 

decline. 

Rural towns are in decline Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 22 29.3 29.3 32.0 

2 39 52.0 52.0 84.0 

3 7 9.3 9.3 93.3 

4 3 4.0 4.0 97.3 

Don't know 2 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

The average age of rural 
populations is increasing Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  3 4.0 4.0 4.0 

1 15 20.0 20.0 24.0 

2 41 54.7 54.7 78.7 

3 10 13.3 13.3 92.0 

4 4 5.3 5.3 97.3 

Don't know 2 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Children leave rural towns for 
education in the city Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 34 45.3 45.3 48.0 

2 36 48.0 48.0 96.0 

3 1 1.3 1.3 97.3 

4 1 1.3 1.3 98.7 

Don't know 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

There are limited opportunities 
for employment in rural towns Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 25 33.3 33.3 36.0 

2 40 53.3 53.3 89.3 

3 5 6.7 6.7 96.0 

4 2 2.7 2.7 98.7 

Don't know 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

  



311 

 

Young adults leave rural towns 
seeking employment elsewhere Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 25 33.3 33.3 36.0 

2 42 56.0 56.0 92.0 

3 4 5.3 5.3 97.3 

4 1 1.3 1.3 98.7 

Don't know 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

It is difficult to attract people to 
live in rural towns Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 16 21.3 21.3 24.0 

2 40 53.3 53.3 77.3 

3 11 14.7 14.7 92.0 

4 3 4.0 4.0 96.0 

5 2 2.7 2.7 98.7 

Don't know 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

A decline in rural population will 
reduce community facilities Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 25 33.3 33.3 36.0 

2 36 48.0 48.0 84.0 

3 7 9.3 9.3 93.3 

4 2 2.7 2.7 96.0 

Don't know 3 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Current strategies for 
addressing rural population 
decline are not working Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 13 17.3 17.3 20.0 

2 21 28.0 28.0 48.0 

3 26 34.7 34.7 82.7 

4 6 8.0 8.0 90.7 

Don't know 7 9.3 9.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

With increasing mechanisation 
on farms less rural workers are 
needed on farms Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 21 28.0 28.0 30.7 

2 29 38.7 38.7 69.3 

3 14 18.7 18.7 88.0 

4 5 6.7 6.7 94.7 

Don't know 4 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Table N.3 Frequencies resulting from stakeholder perceptions relating to statements about Geoparks. 

Geoparks promote 
the geology of an 
area Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  3 4.0 4.0 4.0 

1 14 18.7 18.7 22.7 

2 40 53.3 53.3 76.0 

3 5 6.7 6.7 82.7 

4 1 1.3 1.3 84.0 

Don't know 12 16.0 16.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks are in 
conflict with National 
Parks Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  5 6.7 6.7 6.7 

3 18 24.0 24.0 30.7 

4 23 30.7 30.7 61.3 

5 11 14.7 14.7 76.0 

Don't know 18 24.0 24.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks are in 
conflict with nature 
reserves Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

2 1 1.3 1.3 4.0 

3 18 24.0 24.0 28.0 

4 24 32.0 32.0 60.0 

5 10 13.3 13.3 73.3 

Don't know 20 26.7 26.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks should be 
developed by State 
government Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 4 5.3 5.3 8.0 

2 13 17.3 17.3 25.3 

3 26 34.7 34.7 60.0 

4 10 13.3 13.3 73.3 

5 2 2.7 2.7 76.0 

Don't know 18 24.0 24.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Geoparks should be 
managed by State 
government Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 3 4.0 4.0 6.7 

2 10 13.3 13.3 20.0 

3 24 32.0 32.0 52.0 

4 15 20.0 20.0 72.0 

5 5 6.7 6.7 78.7 

Don't know 16 21.3 21.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks are 
community-based 
areas of interest Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 13 17.3 17.3 20.0 

2 37 49.3 49.3 69.3 

3 8 10.7 10.7 80.0 

4 2 2.7 2.7 82.7 

Don't know 13 17.3 17.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks are easily 
established Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  3 4.0 4.0 4.0 

1 5 6.7 6.7 10.7 

2 9 12.0 12.0 22.7 

3 24 32.0 32.0 54.7 

4 9 12.0 12.0 66.7 

5 2 2.7 2.7 69.3 

Don't know 23 30.7 30.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Local community 
should be involved in 
managing Geoparks Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 17 22.7 22.7 25.3 

2 38 50.7 50.7 76.0 

3 5 6.7 6.7 82.7 

4 3 4.0 4.0 86.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 88.0 

Don't know 9 12.0 12.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks require 
volunteer support for 
establishment of 
Geoparks Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 6 8.0 8.0 10.7 

2 35 46.7 46.7 57.3 

3 13 17.3 17.3 74.7 

4 2 2.7 2.7 77.3 

Don't know 17 22.7 22.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Geoparks require 
volunteer support for 
management of 
Geoparks Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 6 8.0 8.0 10.7 

2 30 40.0 40.0 50.7 

3 14 18.7 18.7 69.3 

4 2 2.7 2.7 72.0 

Don't know 21 28.0 28.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks require 
volunteer support for 
marketing Geoparks Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 3 4.0 4.0 6.7 

2 32 42.7 42.7 49.3 

3 16 21.3 21.3 70.7 

4 2 2.7 2.7 73.3 

Don't know 20 26.7 26.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks can lead to 
job creation Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 12 16.0 16.0 18.7 

2 45 60.0 60.0 78.7 

3 7 9.3 9.3 88.0 

Don't know 9 12.0 12.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Having International 
recognition of a 
Geopark status 
encourages tourists 
to visit a Geopark Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 28 37.3 37.3 40.0 

2 35 46.7 46.7 86.7 

3 2 2.7 2.7 89.3 

Don't know 8 10.7 10.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks are 
valuable for 
educational purposes Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 21 28.0 28.0 30.7 

2 39 52.0 52.0 82.7 

3 3 4.0 4.0 86.7 

Don't know 10 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Geoparks are 
valuable for science 
purposes Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 18 24.0 24.0 26.7 

2 41 54.7 54.7 81.3 

3 4 5.3 5.3 86.7 

Don't know 10 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks assist with 
conservation of an 
area Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 16 21.3 21.3 24.0 

2 39 52.0 52.0 76.0 

3 7 9.3 9.3 85.3 

Don't know 11 14.7 14.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks assist in 
promoting existing 
local tourist activities Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 16 21.3 21.3 24.0 

2 41 54.7 54.7 78.7 

3 5 6.7 6.7 85.3 

4 1 1.3 1.3 86.7 

Don't know 10 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks enable 
promotion of local 
cultural values Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 16 21.3 21.3 24.0 

2 37 49.3 49.3 73.3 

3 6 8.0 8.0 81.3 

4 2 2.7 2.7 84.0 

Don't know 12 16.0 16.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Geoparks encourage 
participation in local 
community tourism 
activities Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 14 18.7 18.7 21.3 

2 40 53.3 53.3 74.7 

3 6 8.0 8.0 82.7 

4 1 1.3 1.3 84.0 

Don't know 12 16.0 16.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Geoparks encourage 
participation in local 
community tourism 
events Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 13 17.3 17.3 20.0 

2 37 49.3 49.3 69.3 

3 8 10.7 10.7 80.0 

4 1 1.3 1.3 81.3 

Don't know 14 18.7 18.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

 

Table N.4 Frequencies resulting from stakeholder perceptions relating to the creation of a Geopark. 

There is local support for 
tourism development 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid   2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1  9 12.0 12.0 14.7 

2  33 44.0 44.0 58.7 

3  15 20.0 20.0 78.7 

4  3 4.0 4.0 82.7 

Don't know  13 17.3 17.3 100.0 

Total  75 100.0 100.0  

I am prepared to share my 
town with tourists 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid   2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1  31 41.3 41.3 44.0 

2  35 46.7 46.7 90.7 

3  1 1.3 1.3 92.0 

4  1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

5  1 1.3 1.3 94.7 

Don't know  4 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total  75 100.0 100.0  
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There are sufficient measures in place to 
protect the environment from tourist 
impacts Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 2 2.7 2.7 5.3 

2 11 14.7 14.7 20.0 

3 26 34.7 34.7 54.7 

4 14 18.7 18.7 73.3 

5 3 4.0 4.0 77.3 

Don't know 17 22.7 22.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Local businesses support the creation of 
a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 6 8.0 8.0 10.7 

2 16 21.3 21.3 32.0 

3 14 18.7 18.7 50.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 52.0 

Don't know 36 48.0 48.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

There are existing tourism activities that 
would suit a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

1 9 12.0 12.0 17.3 

2 32 42.7 42.7 60.0 

3 9 12.0 12.0 72.0 

4 3 4.0 4.0 76.0 

Don't know 18 24.0 24.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

I support tourism development Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 32 42.7 42.7 45.3 

2 34 45.3 45.3 90.7 

3 3 4.0 4.0 94.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Don't know 3 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Community consultation is required 
before creating a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 22 29.3 29.3 32.0 

2 37 49.3 49.3 81.3 

3 8 10.7 10.7 92.0 

4 1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

Don't know 5 6.7 6.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Community participation in planning a 
Geopark is required Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 24 32.0 32.0 34.7 

2 37 49.3 49.3 84.0 

3 8 10.7 10.7 94.7 

4 1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Don't know 3 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Department of Parks and Wildlife support 
the creation of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 5 6.7 6.7 9.3 

2 9 12.0 12.0 21.3 

3 9 12.0 12.0 33.3 

Don't know 50 66.7 66.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Department of Water support the creation 
of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 4 5.3 5.3 8.0 

2 7 9.3 9.3 17.3 

3 11 14.7 14.7 32.0 

Don't know 51 68.0 68.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Department of Agriculture and Food 
support the creation of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 3 4.0 4.0 6.7 

2 9 12.0 12.0 18.7 

3 11 14.7 14.7 33.3 

Don't know 50 66.7 66.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Department of Mines support the creation 
of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 3 4.0 4.0 6.7 

2 5 6.7 6.7 13.3 

3 12 16.0 16.0 29.3 

4 3 4.0 4.0 33.3 

Don't know 50 66.7 66.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Department of Planning support the 
creation of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 4 5.3 5.3 8.0 

2 6 8.0 8.0 16.0 

3 10 13.3 13.3 29.3 

4 1 1.3 1.3 30.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 32.0 

Don't know 51 68.0 68.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Western Australian Tourism Commission 
support the creation of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 4 5.3 5.3 8.0 

2 17 22.7 22.7 30.7 

3 9 12.0 12.0 42.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 44.0 

Don't know 42 56.0 56.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

The Local Government Authority is 
supportive of the creation of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 8 10.7 10.7 13.3 

2 22 29.3 29.3 42.7 

3 12 16.0 16.0 58.7 

4 1 1.3 1.3 60.0 

5 1 1.3 1.3 61.3 

Don't know 29 38.7 38.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

The Local Government Authority 
supports of the creation of a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 9 12.0 12.0 14.7 

2 20 26.7 26.7 41.3 

3 13 17.3 17.3 58.7 

4 1 1.3 1.3 60.0 

5 1 1.3 1.3 61.3 

Don't know 29 38.7 38.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

There are existing local tourism 
businesses that would contribute to a 
Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 7 9.3 9.3 12.0 

2 29 38.7 38.7 50.7 

3 9 12.0 12.0 62.7 

4 3 4.0 4.0 66.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 68.0 

Don't know 24 32.0 32.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

There is capacity in our community to 
support a Geopark Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  2 2.7 2.7 2.7 

1 10 13.3 13.3 16.0 

2 35 46.7 46.7 62.7 

3 8 10.7 10.7 73.3 

4 1 1.3 1.3 74.7 

Don't know 19 25.3 25.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Table N.5 Participant responses to their perception of stakeholder contributions to a Geopark 

Committee work Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 20 26.7 31.3 31.3 

2.0 14 18.7 21.9 53.1 

3.0 12 16.0 18.8 71.9 

4.0 6 8.0 9.4 81.3 

5.0 12 16.0 18.8 100.0 

Total 64 85.3 100.0  
Missing System 11 14.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Education programs Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 14 18.7 21.5 21.5 

2.0 13 17.3 20.0 41.5 

3.0 14 18.7 21.5 63.1 

4.0 12 16.0 18.5 81.5 

5.0 12 16.0 18.5 100.0 

Total 65 86.7 100.0  
Missing System 10 13.3   
Total 75 100.0   

Marketing Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 16 21.3 25.4 25.4 

2.0 13 17.3 20.6 46.0 

3.0 10 13.3 15.9 61.9 

4.0 6 8.0 9.5 71.4 

5.0 18 24.0 28.6 100.0 

Total 63 84.0 100.0  
Missing System 12 16.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Fund raising Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 7 9.3 11.5 11.5 

2.0 7 9.3 11.5 23.0 

3.0 16 21.3 26.2 49.2 

4.0 18 24.0 29.5 78.7 

5.0 13 17.3 21.3 100.0 

Total 61 81.3 100.0  
Missing System 14 18.7   
Total 75 100.0   
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Your personal time for any 
task supporting a Geopark Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 16 21.3 25.0 25.0 

2.0 15 20.0 23.4 48.4 

3.0 15 20.0 23.4 71.9 

4.0 8 10.7 12.5 84.4 

5.0 10 13.3 15.6 100.0 

Total 64 85.3 100.0  
Missing System 11 14.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Coordination of events Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 14 18.7 21.9 21.9 

2.0 12 16.0 18.8 40.6 

3.0 14 18.7 21.9 62.5 

4.0 9 12.0 14.1 76.6 

5.0 15 20.0 23.4 100.0 

Total 64 85.3 100.0  
Missing System 11 14.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Research programs Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 11 14.7 17.7 17.7 

2.0 13 17.3 21.0 38.7 

3.0 10 13.3 16.1 54.8 

4.0 12 16.0 19.4 74.2 

5.0 16 21.3 25.8 100.0 

Total 62 82.7 100.0  
Missing System 13 17.3   
Total 75 100.0   

Promotion Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 13 17.3 20.3 20.3 

2.0 20 26.7 31.3 51.6 

3.0 14 18.7 21.9 73.4 

4.0 7 9.3 10.9 84.4 

5.0 10 13.3 15.6 100.0 

Total 64 85.3 100.0  
Missing System 11 14.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Grant applications Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 9 12.0 14.5 14.5 

2.0 14 18.7 22.6 37.1 

3.0 9 12.0 14.5 51.6 

4.0 9 12.0 14.5 66.1 

5.0 21 28.0 33.9 100.0 

Total 62 82.7 100.0  
Missing System 13 17.3   
Total 75 100.0   
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Information technology 
support Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 10 13.3 16.4 16.4 

2.0 10 13.3 16.4 32.8 

3.0 8 10.7 13.1 45.9 

4.0 11 14.7 18.0 63.9 

5.0 22 29.3 36.1 100.0 

Total 61 81.3 100.0  
Missing System 14 18.7   
Total 75 100.0   

 

Table N.6 Participant responses to adding areas of interest and value to create a Geopark. 

Geological significance Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 58 76.3 90.6 90.6 

2.0 6 7.9 9.4 100.0 

Total 64 84.2 100.0  
Missing System 12 15.8   
Total 76 100.0   

Aboriginal cultural values Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 51 67.1 81.0 81.0 

2.0 12 15.8 19.0 100.0 

Total 63 82.9 100.0  
Missing System 13 17.1   
Total 76 100.0   

European/Settler significance Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 41 53.9 71.9 71.9 

2.0 16 21.1 28.1 100.0 

Total 57 75.0 100.0  
Missing System 19 25.0   
Total 76 100.0   

Significant flora present Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 49 64.5 79.0 79.0 

2.0 13 17.1 21.0 100.0 

Total 62 81.6 100.0  
Missing System 14 18.4   
Total 76 100.0   

Significant fauna present Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 46 60.5 73.0 73.0 

2.0 17 22.4 27.0 100.0 

Total 63 82.9 100.0  
Missing System 13 17.1   
Total 76 100.0   
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Table N.7 Participant responses to possible funding sources. 

Fund raising event Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

1 3 4.0 4.0 9.3 

2 24 32.0 32.0 41.3 

3 17 22.7 22.7 64.0 

4 14 18.7 18.7 82.7 

5 5 6.7 6.7 89.3 

6 1 1.3 1.3 90.7 

Don't know 7 9.3 9.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Business levy through LGA Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

1 3 4.0 4.0 9.3 

2 14 18.7 18.7 28.0 

3 18 24.0 24.0 52.0 

4 24 32.0 32.0 84.0 

5 6 8.0 8.0 92.0 

6 2 2.7 2.7 94.7 

Don't know 4 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Payment for joining the 
Geopark Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  5 6.7 6.7 6.7 

1 7 9.3 9.3 16.0 

2 23 30.7 30.7 46.7 

3 22 29.3 29.3 76.0 

4 9 12.0 12.0 88.0 

5 1 1.3 1.3 89.3 

Don't know 8 10.7 10.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Payment of royalty for using 
Geopark brand Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

1 3 4.0 4.0 9.3 

2 26 34.7 34.7 44.0 

3 18 24.0 24.0 68.0 

4 8 10.7 10.7 78.7 

5 4 5.3 5.3 84.0 

6 1 1.3 1.3 85.3 

Don't know 11 14.7 14.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Proportion of tourism 
activity/tour charges Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  7 9.3 9.3 9.3 

1 7 9.3 9.3 18.7 

2 39 52.0 52.0 70.7 

3 12 16.0 16.0 86.7 

4 3 4.0 4.0 90.7 

Don't know 7 9.3 9.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Government grant Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

1 21 28.0 28.0 33.3 

2 41 54.7 54.7 88.0 

3 3 4.0 4.0 92.0 

4 1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

5 1 1.3 1.3 94.7 

6 1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Don't know 3 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Government funding Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  6 8.0 8.0 8.0 

1 20 26.7 26.7 34.7 

2 35 46.7 46.7 81.3 

3 6 8.0 8.0 89.3 

4 1 1.3 1.3 90.7 

5 1 1.3 1.3 92.0 

6 1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

Don't know 5 6.7 6.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Sale of souvenirs Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

1 18 24.0 24.0 29.3 

2 39 52.0 52.0 81.3 

3 8 10.7 10.7 92.0 

4 2 2.7 2.7 94.7 

6 1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Don't know 3 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Crowd funding Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  5 6.7 6.7 6.7 

1 15 20.0 20.0 26.7 

2 22 29.3 29.3 56.0 

3 15 20.0 20.0 76.0 

4 4 5.3 5.3 81.3 

5 1 1.3 1.3 82.7 

6 2 2.7 2.7 85.3 

Don't know 11 14.7 14.7 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Table N.8 Participant responses to demographic profile and status. 

Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 21 28.0 29.2 29.2 

2.0 51 68.0 70.8 100.0 

Total 72 96.0 100.0  
Missing System 3 4.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Age Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 3.0 3 4.0 4.2 4.2 

4.0 8 10.7 11.1 15.3 

5.0 7 9.3 9.7 25.0 

6.0 16 21.3 22.2 47.2 

7.0 17 22.7 23.6 70.8 

8.0 12 16.0 16.7 87.5 

9.0 8 10.7 11.1 98.6 

10.0 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 72 96.0 100.0  
Missing System 3 4.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Country of birth Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  4 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Australia 57 76.0 76.0 81.3 

Denmark 1 1.3 1.3 82.7 

England 3 4.0 4.0 86.7 

Germany 3 4.0 4.0 90.7 

Holland 1 1.3 1.3 92.0 

Malaya 1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

Malaysia 1 1.3 1.3 94.7 

New Zealand 2 2.7 2.7 97.3 

Rhodesia 1 1.3 1.3 98.7 

USA 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Residential postcode Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 6076 1 1.3 1.4 1.4 

6151 1 1.3 1.4 2.8 

6323 1 1.3 1.4 4.2 

6324 8 10.7 11.1 15.3 

6326 2 2.7 2.8 18.1 

6330 6 8.0 8.3 26.4 

6333 1 1.3 1.4 27.8 

6383 13 17.3 18.1 45.8 

6386 3 4.0 4.2 50.0 

6409 8 10.7 11.1 61.1 

6412 1 1.3 1.4 62.5 

6418 9 12.0 12.5 75.0 

6477 3 4.0 4.2 79.2 

6620 11 14.7 15.3 94.4 

6623 3 4.0 4.2 98.6 

6627 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 72 96.0 100.0  
Missing System 3 4.0   
Total 75 100.0   

Duration in LGA Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 13 17.3 18.3 18.3 

2.0 11 14.7 15.5 33.8 

3.0 14 18.7 19.7 53.5 

4.0 8 10.7 11.3 64.8 

5.0 11 14.7 15.5 80.3 

6.0 8 10.7 11.3 91.5 

7.0 3 4.0 4.2 95.8 

8.0 2 2.7 2.8 98.6 

9.0 1 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 71 94.7 100.0  
Missing System 4 5.3   
Total 75 100.0   

Aboriginal descent Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 3 4.0 4.2 4.2 

2.0 69 92.0 95.8 100.0 

Total 72 96.0 100.0  
Missing System 3 4.0   
Total 75 100.0   
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Highest 
educational/technical 
qualification Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1.0 8 10.7 11.0 11.0 

2.0 13 17.3 17.8 28.8 

3.0 21 28.0 28.8 57.5 

4.0 17 22.7 23.3 80.8 

5.0 10 13.3 13.7 94.5 

6.0 4 5.3 5.5 100.0 

Total 73 97.3 100.0  
Missing System 2 2.7   
Total 75 100.0   

Associations/organisations 
a member of Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  18 24.0 24.0 24.0 

Oceania 
Chondrichthyan 
Society Australian 
Wild Conservatory 
Wilderness Society 
Bush Society 

1 1.3 1.3 25.3 

Bencubbin 
Community Resource 
Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 26.7 

Better Bencubbin 
Progress 
Association, 
Bencubbin Lions Club 

1 1.3 1.3 28.0 

Bicycling WA 1 1.3 1.3 29.3 

Birdlife Australia 
Great Western 
Woodlands Sub-
committee of Birdlife 
Australia River 
Guardians Dolphin 
Watch (when in 
Perth) 

1 1.3 1.3 30.7 

Bruce Rock 
Community Resource 
centre 

1 1.3 1.3 32.0 

Bruce Rock Resource 
Centre Fanning 
Champions 

1 1.3 1.3 33.3 

Bruce rock shire 
council, Shackleton 
Progress 
Association, Road 
Tourism Association 

1 1.3 1.3 34.7 

Bruce Rock Tourism; 
Bruce Rock CRC 

1 1.3 1.3 36.0 

Council/Shire, Tourist 
Bureau 

1 1.3 1.3 37.3 

Country Women's 
Association (CWA) 

1 1.3 1.3 38.7 

CWA, Morawa 
Visitors Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 40.0 
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CWA, Shire 
councillor, Tammin 
visitor enterprise 
centre, Editor - 
Tammin Tabloid 

1 1.3 1.3 41.3 

CWA, Tourist Centre, 
Townscape 
Committee, CRC, 
Arts/Crafts Group, 
Perenjori Volunteer 
Bush Fire Bridge, 
Bowling club 

1 1.3 1.3 42.7 

Farming, Education 1 1.3 1.3 44.0 

Friends of 
Porongurup 

4 5.3 5.3 49.3 

Friends of the 
Porongurup Ranges 

1 1.3 1.3 50.7 

Friendship Force 
International 

1 1.3 1.3 52.0 

Local sporting club 1 1.3 1.3 53.3 

Many 1 1.3 1.3 54.7 

Massage Dental 
nursing 

1 1.3 1.3 56.0 

Morawa Tourist 
Information Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 57.3 

Mt Barker Visitor 
Centre Board SKAL 
Albany Tourism 
Networking Group 
Leader Mondurup 
Bush Care Group 

1 1.3 1.3 58.7 

Museum 1 1.3 1.3 60.0 

na 1 1.3 1.3 61.3 

National Parks 
Association 

1 1.3 1.3 62.7 

None 1 1.3 1.3 64.0 

Northern Agricultural 
Catchments Council, 
Perenjori Community 
Resource Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 65.3 

Perenjori progress 
association Netball 
club Agricultural 
Society 

1 1.3 1.3 66.7 

Perenjori Agricultural 
Society Primary 
School Organization 
such at School Board 
etc 

1 1.3 1.3 68.0 

Poornarti Aboriginal 
tours 

1 1.3 1.3 69.3 

Porongurup 
Promotions Friends 
of Porongurup South 
Porongurup Bush 
Fire Brigade 

1 1.3 1.3 70.7 
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Qarras, Ambo, Stay 
on your Feet 

1 1.3 1.3 72.0 

Quairading 
Community 
development officer, 
Quairading 
Community resource 
centre, Jill Hayes 
Communications (my 
business) 

1 1.3 1.3 73.3 

RSL - ex Navy, St 
John Ambulance 
(Ex.) 

1 1.3 1.3 74.7 

Shackleton Progress 
Ass 

1 1.3 1.3 76.0 

Shire of Mt Marshall 1 1.3 1.3 77.3 

Shire of Perenjori 1 1.3 1.3 78.7 

Shire of Quairading 1 1.3 1.3 80.0 

Shire of Quairading - 
councillor 

1 1.3 1.3 81.3 

South Coast Natural 
Resource 
Management 

1 1.3 1.3 82.7 

South Coast Natural 
Resource 
Management Green 
Skills 

1 1.3 1.3 84.0 

Sport and recreation 
community, P&C, 
school board Senior 
cricket, junior cricket, 
junior football 

1 1.3 1.3 85.3 

Tammin Enterprise 
Visitor Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 86.7 

Tammin Visitors 
Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 88.0 

Tammin Women's 
Hockey Club 

1 1.3 1.3 89.3 

Tidy Town 1 1.3 1.3 90.7 

Tidy town and tourist 1 1.3 1.3 92.0 

Tidy Town and 
Tourist 

1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

Tidy town, CWA, 
Vintage Club 

1 1.3 1.3 94.7 

Tourist and tidy town 
Community resource 
centre 

1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Tourist Bureau, 
Perenjori Agricultural 
Society 

1 1.3 1.3 97.3 

Tourist Bureau, 
Streetscape 

1 1.3 1.3 98.7 

Wildflower Society 
Friends of 
Porongurup 

1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Current occupation Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  19 25.3 25.3 25.3 

Admin/shop 1 1.3 1.3 26.7 

Administration 1 1.3 1.3 28.0 

Artist 1 1.3 1.3 29.3 

Carer 1 1.3 1.3 30.7 

Cashier - CDO 1 1.3 1.3 32.0 

Cashier/CDO 1 1.3 1.3 33.3 

CDO & business 
owner 

1 1.3 1.3 34.7 

CDO, Shire of 
Tammin 

1 1.3 1.3 36.0 

Community 
development 

2 2.7 2.7 38.7 

Community 
development officer 

1 1.3 1.3 40.0 

Community 
Development Officer 

1 1.3 1.3 41.3 

Coordinates 1 1.3 1.3 42.7 

Farmer 5 6.7 6.7 49.3 

Farming 1 1.3 1.3 50.7 

Finance officer 1 1.3 1.3 52.0 

Grain farmer 1 1.3 1.3 53.3 

House wife 1 1.3 1.3 54.7 

Load Manager 1 1.3 1.3 56.0 

Managing 
Coordinator at CROC 

1 1.3 1.3 57.3 

Massage therapist 1 1.3 1.3 58.7 

Media 1 1.3 1.3 60.0 

Mother, Farmer, 
Teacher 

1 1.3 1.3 61.3 

N/A 1 1.3 1.3 62.7 

na 1 1.3 1.3 64.0 

NRM Office 1 1.3 1.3 65.3 

Part-time office 
Administration 

1 1.3 1.3 66.7 

Perenjori Tourist 
Centre 

1 1.3 1.3 68.0 

Photographer 1 1.3 1.3 69.3 

Primary Producer 1 1.3 1.3 70.7 

Project officer 1 1.3 1.3 72.0 

Project Officer 1 1.3 1.3 73.3 

Project Officer 
(SCNRM) 

1 1.3 1.3 74.7 

Retails 1 1.3 1.3 76.0 

Retired 7 9.3 9.3 85.3 

Retired - not able to 
work 

2 2.7 2.7 88.0 

Retiree 1 1.3 1.3 89.3 

Sales executive 1 1.3 1.3 90.7 

Semi-retired 1 1.3 1.3 92.0 

Shop keepers 1 1.3 1.3 93.3 
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Sole Trader; Tourism 
and Regional 
Development 
Consultant 

1 1.3 1.3 94.7 

Student 1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Teacher 1 1.3 1.3 97.3 

Tour manager 1 1.3 1.3 98.7 

Tourism and 
Regulation 
Development 
Consultant Tour 
Operator 

1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Annual family income Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  14 18.7 18.7 18.7 

1 7 9.3 9.3 28.0 

2 7 9.3 9.3 37.3 

3 8 10.7 10.7 48.0 

4 10 13.3 13.3 61.3 

5 10 13.3 13.3 74.7 

6 3 4.0 4.0 78.7 

7 15 20.0 20.0 98.7 

N/A 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  

Visited a Geopark Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid  8 10.7 10.7 10.7 

1 1 1.3 1.3 12.0 

2 65 86.7 86.7 98.7 

Don't know 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Geoparks visited Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  64 85.3 85.3 85.3 

Don't know 2 2.7 2.7 88.0 

Don't know, I just go places 1 1.3 1.3 89.3 

Don't think so 1 1.3 1.3 90.7 

Friendship force are now 
planning worldwide tours I 
have nominated Albany to 
host one Sept 2017 Need 
assistance in area 

1 1.3 1.3 92.0 

Given there are only a few in 
existence 

1 1.3 1.3 93.3 

I can't recall the difference 
and labelling for parks 

1 1.3 1.3 94.7 

NB: I believe this is a good 
opportunity, in particular for 
Aboriginal people - need to 
get them on board - Elders 
and youth. They have the 
talent and knowledge 

1 1.3 1.3 96.0 

Need feedback to 
Plantagenet shire 

1 1.3 1.3 97.3 

Not that I'm aware of 1 1.3 1.3 98.7 

Possibly without know 
America, NZ? 

1 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 75 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix O Community Forums 

O.1 Community Nominations: Geo-assets within the significant places  

Mt Caroline – Bruce Rock (the site) 

Toapin Weir (Views, tranquil, facilities) 

Yorkrakine Rock 

Salt Lake network  

Kokerbin Rock (3rd largest Rock) 

Kokerbin Rocks 

Shackleton Golf Club (Lookout/Rock) 

Nookamine Rock (Indigenous area) 

Gardiner Reserve 

Coarin Rock 

Pink Lake 

Hunt's Well (Although not sure now) 

Kokerbin Rock (Well. Flora/fauna) 

Ski Lake 

Cunni Rock (Old school site) 

Lake Mears 

Kwolyin (Old town site) 

Pinnacles (Trevor Stacey's farm) 

Mt Stirling 

Rabbit Proof Fence (Interpretation) 

Babakin (underground orchid) 

Badjaling (Indigenous centre) 

Nangine Rock (Rare flora) 

The Grove 

Bruce Rock amphitheatre 

Quairading Nature Reserve 

Old Hotels (Bruce Rock/Ardath) 

Speedway (Rock - Corrigin Road) 

Homesteads Pikarring Rock (Gnamma hole/sacred site) 

Lakes/Dams catchments on rocks 

Quairading Springs (Water hole/well) 

Golf course (Well dug by Chinaman) 

Interesting features 

− Ancient soils 

− Echidna (Spiny ant eater) 

− Black flanked wallaby 

− Native bees 

− Quarra (small kangaroo) 

− Quandongs 

− Red Kangaroos 
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− Sandalwood 

− Native bees 

− Spider (The Grove - Jen Green) 

− Echidna 

− Bird book of area (Jill/Jen/Rolly) 

− Yabbies on farms (dams) 

− Quandongs (jams/art/didgeridoos) 

− Flora 

o Orchids (Underground) 

o Banksia cuneata (Endangered) 

o Dinosaur plant (Bert Hort) 

European History  

− Kokerbin Well 

− History book - Golden Grain and Silver Fleece) 

− Bruce Rock well 

− Remnant buildings (Stone/timber)   

− Shackleton Discovery Centre (Smallest bank) 

o Old rail sidings (Babakin, Erikin, Shackleton, Ardath) 

o 2 history books   

Aboriginal History 

− Memorial plaque (Hollands) 

− Badjaling (Billy tea/Damper) 

− Kokerbin Rock (Birthing/paintings) 

− TAFE (Aboriginal Art) 

o Opportunity for young Aboriginal people to be involved in tourism 

− TAFE/Old School Buildings 

o Railway Station 

o Wood sculptures 
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O.2 Forums Round 1 – August 2015 

Kellerberrin & Tammin 

Kylie Whitehead – Wheatbelt Development – Resources Tourism 

− Big Picture International – Glenise Batchelor 

− Wheatbelt Development Commission – Road Block 

o  Previously 

o  Shifted 

− Timely / New phase of Tourism. 

− NRM Process 

− Landholder Support/ Local Business support 

− takeholders - Who will be Champions? 

− John - here for long hall, very supportive (with land/work time commitments) Can set aside 

areas  allow access. 

− Need for business person(s)to take up 

− Kylie has a tour business – has tours happening.  She talks to Local Landholders about value 

of their land etc. 

− Interest / passions 

− Ancient soils – changes in short distance – how / why evolved? 

− Know what talking about – Tour Guides with right knowledge. – e.g. Pea/Barley (two sides of 

paddock).  Farmer input!! 

− Cross Market/Reference – activities/ interests. 

− Building Ambassadors /CRC’s – Older population to be involved – (local). 

− Schools educated / geology etc. 

− History 

Local Indigenous involvement 

− Cultural experience for travellers – “Light the spark” 

− Wheatbelt NRM website – landholders experience of Indigenous culture i.e. finding 

archaeological sites on land and the benefits of allowing this to be known, 

− Sense of Place. 

Significant Place(s) 

− Mt Caroline - like natural amphitheatre – wallabies – Nature Reserve – can walk on / visit. 

− Education – even to locals re: Access. 

− Hopper – Granite walk/ Tours 

− Rock climbing – Caroline Gap 

− Two Rivers coming together – back to front river system (Tilt) 

− On the way to Bruce Rock. 

− Mt. Stirling 

− Yorkrakine Rock 

− Kokerbin Rocks – Monolith rock – second largest in the world 

− Gardiner Reserve – rare plants, Mallee Fowl, Honey Possums (10 Km from Tammin). 
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Other 

− Uni doing research?? Yes 

− Spiders 

− Agricultural research important. 

− Accommodation spread around Wheatbelt 

− E.g. (Kylie) Wongan Hills Flora hotspot – tour from Germany with students. 

− Geo tourism – 1000’s of Uni students worldwide. 

− Sky / Star Watching 

Stakeholders - Key People 

− Indigenous: 

o Murray Yarran – divisive 

o Mike Haydon – Merredin 

o Tom Haydon 

o Reynolds McIntosh 

− European 

o Linda Vernon – N.E. Wheatbelt 

o Denise French, Malcolm French – huge knowledge of Euc’s 

o Pauline Scott (The Prev) 

o Alan Cole – History 

o Carol Redford – Heartlands Wheatbelt Development Commission 

Bruce Rock 

Bruce Rock has significant well structures – water collection. 

Salt Lake Network 

Shackleton Golf Club - Lookout /Rock 

Coarin Rock 

Kokerbin Rock – significant well structures 

Cunninin Rock – Old school site 

Kwolyin (Old town site)  

Mt Stirling 

Babakin – underground Orchid 

Kokerbin Rock – wildflowers, rare moss, Black Faced Wallaby 

Spiny Ant Eaters (Echidna) 

Native Bees 

Nangine Rock – rare plants 

Bruce Rock Amphitheatre – Australia rarest plants 

Significant European History 

− Kokerbin Well 

− Bruce’s Rock Well 

− Remnant Buildings (Stone) Farms 

− Shackleton Discovery Centre 

o Smallest Bank in Oz 

− Old Rail Sidings – Old Towns – disappearing history 

o Babakin 

o Erikin 

o Shackleton 

o Ardath 
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− Bruce Rock has memoirs book with history of old families. 

− Sandalwood  

− Railway 

− H2O 

− Agriculture coming through. 

− Old Hotels – Rare State built buildings 

o Bruce Rock 

o Ardath Hotel 

− Homesteads built on water 

− Lakes, Rocks – catchment e.g. Bruce Rock approx. C1958 rock catchment into dam – 

infrastructure still in place.  This fed the town. 

− Quandong Trees 

− Sandalwood Trees 

Aboriginal History 

− Hollands, Harris, Davies, Jetta’s from Kellerberrin / Hayden’s from Merredin 

− Memorial plaque 

− Kokerbin Rock (may be birthing area) significant Aboriginal site (Paintings) 

− Borderline Quairading 

− Bruce Rock families not identifiable directly. 

− Comments from Steve: ‘Opportunities for local Aboriginal young people to be involved with 

tourism/ activities of won & others. 

Significant People Contacts 

− Influencing Locals 

− LGA’s 

− Steve O’Halloran (Shire LGA) 

− Talk to each Landholder close to each rock/area 

− Museum Reps 

− Maxine Websdale 

− Barry Cole (now in Narembeen) 

− Ashley (Local Government) 

− Shires - contact Councillors in Bruce Rock 

− Magnon Jones (Farmer / Local Historian) – Memoirs 

− 2 x History Books 

Quairading 

Significant Places 

− Toapin Weir 

o Views, Tranquil Facilities 

− Kokerbin Rock - 3rd largest rock 

− Nookaminie Rock 

o Significant Indigenous area 

− Pink Lake 

− Flood Plains 

− Ski Lake (Keevills) - Private land 

− Lake Mears 
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− Pinnacles (Trevor Staceys Farm) 

− Rabbit Proof Fence 

− Badjaling – Indigenous 

− The Grove – Indigenous  

− Quairading Nature Reserve 

− Speedway (Granite Outcrop – Corrigin Road) 

− Pikarring Rock / hill (Namma Hole / sacred sites) 

− Quairading Springs 

o Water hole / well 

o Sandalwood cut 

− Golf Course 

o Well dug by Chinaman – grew veges - Parkers Farm 

− Book – ‘Golden grain & Silver Fleece’ 

Fauna 

− Black Flank Wallaby 

− Quarra – Kangaroo small – big tail 

− Red kangaroos 

− Native Bees 

− Spider (The Grove) – Jen Green 

− Echidna 

Flora 

− Orchids – Underground – near Communications Tower 

− Orchids – other 

− Banksia cuneata (Endangered)  

− Dinosaur Plant (Bert Hort – talk to him before 3 pm) 

o Jill / Jen/ Rolly - Bird Book of area  

Significant Indigenous community members 

− Winmars 

− Winnie McHenry 

− Basil Winmar 

− Janet Colbung 

− Muriel Collard 

− David Collard 

− Murray Yarran 

− Marilyn Ready 

− June Bella Bonner 

Government /Local Business / Community Key Stake Holders 

− Trevor Stacey – Pinnacles 

− Rowan Johnson (Speedway – Insurance Costs) 

− Lindsay Johnson 

− David Kevill (Lake) – Big business – seed cleaners etc 

− John Nicoletti - Agricultural implements & property 

  



339 

 

− Tour Operators that stop in Quairading 

o Adams 

o Thomsons 

o TransWA 

− Pathways to Wave Rock 

− Seniors Tours 

− Cathy Cousins (Councillor) 

− Jill McRae (Councillor) 

− Joe Hayes 

− Frank Burnett (Tidy Towns) 

− Rolly Mellor (Goldmine of knowledge) 

− Nature Reserves – Spring Flowers 

− Yabbies on Farms 

− Pick Quandongs 

o Jams/art/Didges 

− Berryl Dick – Artist 

− Charlie Colbung 

− Badjaling 

o Billy Tea/Damper 

− TAFE (no longer) – Aboriginal Art - local experience 

− Old School Building – needs approx. $1 M funding 

− Art in CRC 

− Railway Station – Visitors Centre 

− Wood Sculptures  
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O.3 Forums Round 2 – August 2016 

Bruce Rock 

Stakeholders 

− CRC has MOU with Shire - their CEO is Kaytlyn Brownlie 

− Shire CEO is Darren Molleynoux 

− The person in charge is CES – Ashley 

Local Indigenous involvement 

− None of the Aboriginal Families have historical ties with this area. 

Significant Place(s) or Attractions? 

− Museum 

− The Government Dam – 5 streams fed this – Belka.  The overflow goes into Bandee Lakes. 

− Nunn’s swimming pool 

− Bruce Rock – Merredin – Calvert built – water comes from ground water.  Teasdale property.  

Whittington banks (think he said destroyed this system???) 

− Bruce’s Rock – Sandalwood cutter 

− 3 wells each built in a different era – not signed. 

− Reserve on Doodlakine Road – Malley Fowl + Nardoo plant (native water weed/Aboriginal 

food/medicinal value) 

− Street names are of prominent people. 

− Black Face Wallabies 

− Orchid - rare plants 

− Spiders - Trapdoor 

− Strengthen Sandalwood history 

− Golden Pipeline 

− Mindebooka Well - Sandalwood well (NOTE ‘A Clouded Vision - The Life of Andrew Barr: 

Inventor’ by Hugh Clift)  

− Huge rock engraved by a young shepherd – before WWI – 1920’s 

− Conditional Purchase Policy for Farming 

− People looking for their family farm plots – forensic look through files 

− Have a space to bring big maps and Ledgers 

− CRC has pictures of the Street 

− There is NO Information Bay for tourists 

− Lack of signage – communication – you have to ask! 

− Bruce Rock’s former name was Noonegin – it was changed in the 1960’s as the name was 

similar to other town close by. 

− Museum lacks flora and fauna information and local industry information. 

− ‘Sandalwood Way’ – goes North-South -1920 main industry – walk trails – private property. 

− Trees changing with soil type 

− An App/QR/cache codes/audio/ moving images 

− A Geopark symbol 
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Businesses 

− Santaluca – Steve Fry (Sandalwood)  

− Opportunities for cooperative approaches: 

− Purchase of buildings for redevelopment 

− Progress Association 

− Bring in other successful business people to share ideas and concepts 

− Engage local organisations/? to assist: 

o Rotary 

o Sports 

o Children 

− 15 new families currently reside in BR 

− 20 – 35-year olds numbering 50 + 

− Youth Group 12 – 20-year olds – numbering around 30 – musicians/guitar player – hard to 

activate 

− Sandalwood Trail  

− 3 - 5 dams 

− Doodlakine to Santaluca 

− With interpretive signs along Walk/drive/cycle trail.  

Interpretive E-Communication 

− QR Code 

− Geo-caches 

− Downloads to smart phone  

Doodlakine Store – Rail okay - stop, walk – bus once a week Bruce Rock to Perth. 

Accommodation – Shearers Quarters 

School involvement – signs, interpretive, develop curriculum - history/art/English/photography 

Targets – walkers/drivers/high schools 

Quairading 

Significant Places 

− B & B red tape – stops things 

− Insurance 

− Creating accommodation – nowhere to stay 

− Cannot get shops involved 

− We already have Granite Way 

− Geoparks – who is going to run this? 

− We are Tidy Towns and cannot get help – NO ONE is interested 

− Need a Geopark ‘How to’ Guide – need a pack 

− Got to have $$ to advertise 

− Need to identify Cobb & Co Coach – Goldfields road – early settlers/early route – Roleystone 

to Southern Cross. 

− Opportunity to convert rail to trails – camping. 

− What’s missing is the great stories – Dreamtime Stories. Dallas or ?? tell stories 

− Ways of reducing traffic on the rocks 

− Can be unique to Quairading ‘the Dreamtime’ 

− CAN WA in the process of recording Dreamtime stories 

− Sacred sites have been mapped – needed for planning 
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Stakeholders 

− Dallas 

− Bill 

− Jo Hayes 

− Elaine Hadlow 

− Jack Wilson (100 years old) 

Other Opportunities 

− Had Sikhs living here – 100 years ago (there was an event??) 

− Use to come to Badjaling Mission – there may be a plaque? 

− School sites – put up a plaque where they were 

− Margaret Shenton (Artist) and teacher – her story 

− Plaques around the town 

− Pioneer way brochure (flyer) – that was one street! 

− Centurion Park – where are plaques?? – need to have better signage with dates 

Tammin 

Stakeholders 

− Margaret Wheeldon – lived in Tammin all her life – now 81 years old 

− Joan Button (Glenice’s mum) 

− John Dixon 

− Pat (attended Forum) 

− Lainy Packham – oldest family, her husband’s grandparents first settlers 

− Francis Mackin – old timer 90 years old Dryandra Kellerberrin 

− Chatfields 

− Rod Stokes and Tony York (Anameka Salt Bush) 

− Donna Dransfield – married to Tony York.  Tony York’s family were early settlers. 

− Marie Henry and Wyvon Henry (Aboriginal) 

− Elizabeth and Jenette Kickett – Elizabeth has assumed position of Elder since the death of her 

brother who was an Elder. 

− Malcolm French 

Significant Places 

− Yorkrakine Rock 

− Doongin Peek (Private Land) 

− Salt Flats – Anameka Farm – Art Shows out there 

− Charles Gardner Reserve – natural bush - Botanist 

− Wendy Dymond Lookout 

− Camel Trails – The Sings 

− Original horse water trough I the CWA 

Alternative Practices – Fish farming Glenise Batchelor 
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Other Events 

− Fuse Festival 

− Tammin Art Prize 

− Saturday Markets 

− Pumpkin Competition fund-raiser for Princess Margaret Hospital.  Peter Coppin attended. 

− Golf Club – Active 

− Bowling Club 

− 3 Churches (Catholic – most active, Anglican, Uniting Church) 

− Hockey Club 

− Combined Football with Kellerberrin 

− Netball 

− Speed way 

− Gliding 

Old population but does have a school and Post Office. 
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O.4 Northern forums – March 2016 

Perenjori 

Challenges  

− Community involvement 

− Community support 

− History Recorded 

− Batt Library and Shire have orally recorded interviews 

− Books: ““Sound of the Cockies: Perenjori 100 years of Stories” By Bill and Jenny Bunbury. 

http://www.perenjori.wa.gov.au/sound-of-the-cockies-100-years-of-stories/  

− “Invisible Country, Southwest Australia: Understanding a landscape” Bill Bunbury 

http://uwap.uwa.edu.au/products/invisible-country-southwest-australia-understanding-a-

landscape 

− Geochaching: Encourages younger people, ability to educate younger. Potential coverage issues 

Areas of Interest 

− Camel Soak – potential for geo-trails 

− John Forrest 

− Rothsay Mine 

− Beryl mine 

− Caron dam – history, stories, coal chute. Refer to records for history. 

− Mongers Lake (lookout soon) 

− Rabbit Proof fence 

− Salmon Rock 

− Bowgoda  

− “Monks Well” (or Billum Billum well)  

− Shearing Sheds at Locharda, Karara 

− Cave Rock at Bowgoda Hill (Auscarbon) 

Records & Stakeholders 

− Bruce Pascoe “Dark Emu” – information and history of local community 

− Bill Gammage – Aboriginal elder of fire history.  

− John Butler (Perenjori local) 

− Ashely Bell (Indigenous local) 

− Peter Waterhouse (Major) 

− Ollie Garrity 

− Oriel Green (Indigenous leader) 

− Alan Eagon (Indigenous leader) 

− John Graham 

− Ivan Solomon (Brockton) 

− Paying volunteers 

− Concern about filling positions 

− Accommodation costs 
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Morawa 

Records 

− Historical society (museum) 

− “The History of Morawa” Frank H. Goldsmith  

http://catalogue.sag.org.au/fullRecord.jsp?recno=54988 

− Records of heritage trails 

− Fight research – maybe John Elliot, office of Shire.  

Sites 

− Koolanooka Hill, but access issues. Mine finishes 2017. 

− Pintharuka Cemetery and Dam, 20km north 

− Suicide commentary 

− Bilya Rock – signage available 

− Canna Reserve (Indigenous) and marked site 

− Meedak, past hills 

Records & Stakeholders 

− Alan Egan (elder) and Elsie (wife) 

− John Poolbrook (Historical Society) 

− Jim Mallory 

− Luke Bailey 

Resources 

− Food – pub not always available  

− Places open all weekend 

− Accommodation available. Potential to restore at the old mine site 

− Caravan park 

− No B&B 

− Too expensive, though viable business is possible 

Bencubbin 

Areas of Interest 

− Mt Marshall and Pergande 

− Watson’s Way B&B 

− Beringbooding Rock's – biggest catchment in the southern hemisphere 

− Molerin Rock – catchment and abandoned golf course, near Koorda 

− Billaburning Reserve – good view 

− Askew lake 

− Salt lakes / flats 

− Lake McDermott 

− Gnamma Holes – south Bencubbin’s and near Kalannie 

− Warcutting – Gnamma hols 

− Boondalin Soak 

http://catalogue.sag.org.au/fullRecord.jsp?recno=54988
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Stakeholders and Resources 

− Community resource centre 

− History working group – recorded interviews available at library. Currently being catalogued.  

− Wheatbelt Way Tourism office – Linda Vernon. 

Issues 

− Food – nothing open in evening 

− Hotel my open in 6mths 

− Only 2 places to stay 

− Water corp currently building. Water catchment nearby. 

− Lack of Backpackers 
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