
Summary: Mapping Groups 1-3 
Across the three Mapping sessions, participants combined local knowledge, lived 

experience, and technical critique to evaluate how environmental mapping represents 

Mission Beach’s landscapes. 

Their discussions revealed a consistent message: the maps don’t match reality.​
Out-of-date zoning, missing vegetation, and legacy approvals continue to enable clearing in 

critical cassowary corridors and coastal rainforest. 

While participants acknowledged the complexity of planning law, they called for mapping that 

reflects what locals see on the ground—and for communities to be empowered as active 

contributors, not passive consultees. 

 

 
 

 

 



Common themes 

1. Incomplete Mapping 

Every group described major mismatches between mapped vegetation and the landscape 
itself. Participants pointed out entire stands of rainforest or regrowth shown as 
“non-remnant,” and corridors marked as narrow lines instead of functional habitat zones. Old 
satellite imagery and slow state updates were blamed for some of the inaccuracies. 

Consensus: Local mapping must be ground-truthed, updated regularly, and integrate 
community-sourced data such as cassowary sightings and restoration sites. 

 

2. Legacy Zoning and Development Approvals 

Groups 2 and 3 returned repeatedly to the Raw Materials block and other long-zoned 
parcels, still driving habitat loss. Participants learned that councils risk litigation if they revoke 
outdated zoning, leaving environmentally sensitive land trapped in industrial or urban 
designations. Long-expired approvals—some dating back decades—remain active through 
procedural extensions. 

Consensus: Introduce firm sunset clauses and legislative reform to extinguish obsolete 
approvals and allow councils to re-zone land for conservation without financial penalty. 

 

3. Cassowary Corridors as Networks, Not Lines 

All sessions challenged the way cassowary corridors are depicted. Participants argued that 
straight, narrow lines do not reflect the real, dynamic movement of birds through overlapping 
habitats and creek systems. They advocated for mapping corridors as broad ecological 
zones, connected to surrounding land uses. 

Consensus: Corridor mapping should represent width (EPBC states 10050m wide corridors 
for cassowaries), seasonal movement, and habitat quality rather than fixed paths. 

 

4. Data Integration and Community Mapping 

Residents expressed strong interest in citizen-generated data. They referenced the Mission 
Beach Cassowaries Facebook group, C4 Cassowary Sightings records, Wildnet and 
QWildlife, suggesting a shared data platform for sightings and key habitat restoration areas. 

Consensus: Community data is a critical validation tool and should feed directly into council 
and state mapping layers. 



 

5. Identifying High-Value Agricultural Land and Exceptional Soils 

Participants noted that current mapping focuses primarily on vegetation, habitat, and 
development constraints, but does not adequately identify areas of exceptional soil quality or 
long-established productive farmland. Farmers and long-term landholders described parts of 
Mission Beach as having rare, highly productive soils that underpin local food production, 
farming livelihoods, and regional resilience. Participants emphasised that once this land is 
subdivided or industrialised, its food-producing capacity is permanently lost. 

Consensus: Mapping should identify and distinguish high-value agricultural land and 
exceptional soils, informed by local and farmer knowledge, so planning decisions recognise 
food production as a finite and strategic regional asset alongside ecological values. 

 

6. Erosion, Hydrology, and Infrastructure 

Group 1’s discussion of Plumb Street erosion and aquifer risks resonated across later 
sessions. Participants noted that drainage failures, roadworks, and coastal erosion have 
direct environmental consequences rarely reflected in planning overlays. 

Consensus: Mapping should integrate hydrology, erosion, and storm-water layers to guide 
infrastructure design and land-use limits. 

 

7. Awareness, Transparency, and Consultation 

Groups 2 and 3 were alarmed that no public objections were lodged for large clearing 
projects, highlighting a communication breakdown and better community notification. 
Participants proposed a “community watch” alert system for new applications, shared 
through C4, MBCA and other local networks. 

Consensus: Public notification systems must be transparent, accessible, and proactive to 
enable timely community input. 

 

8. Council Capacity and Structural Barriers 

All sessions acknowledged that councils are under-resourced to manage vegetation 
compliance, legal challenges, and mapping accuracy. Participants sympathised with staff but 
demanded state support to expand capacity. 

Consensus: The state should fund specialist officers and legal frameworks to strengthen 
local enforcement and mapping review. 



 

9. Balancing Development and Conservation 

Debate on density versus sprawl was consistent. Participants accepted limited 
higher-density nodes if it meant preserving continuous habitat elsewhere. They also 
proposed economic models—agroforestry, eco-business, and land-swap mechanisms—to 
align livelihoods with conservation. 

Consensus: Planning should allow creative trade-offs that safeguard key corridors while 
meeting housing needs. 

 

10. Education and Cultural Change 

New landholders clearing vegetation unknowingly was a recurring issue. C4’s “positive 
engagement” approach was praised, and participants backed Welcome Packs explaining 
local ecology, zoning, and vegetation rules. 

Consensus: Education is the most effective prevention tool; mapping must be paired with 
outreach and on-the-ground dialogue. 

 

11. Climate and Future Risk Layers 

Group 3 introduced climate-risk mapping layers—including storm surge, flood, and fire 
exposure—as a means to prioritise future restoration and planning decisions. Other groups 
supported the idea once discussed. 

Consensus: Climate overlays should become standard in environmental and planning maps 
to future-proof Mission Beach development. 

 



 

 



Key takeaways 
1.​ Ground-truth and update mapping using local knowledge, restoration records, and 

sightings 

2.​ Reform legacy zoning and approvals to prevent clearing justified by outdated 

designations 

3.​ Redefine cassowary corridors as wide, functional ecological networks. 

4.​ Integrate hydrology and climate-risk layers into planning tools 

5.​ Map what feeds us. Identifying exceptional soils and high-value farmland protects 

food-producing landscapes before they are lost. 

6.​ Empower the community through mapping access, early-warning systems, and 

citizen-science platforms 

7.​ Invest in council and state coordination to close enforcement and resourcing gaps 

8.​ Adopt balanced growth models—density trade-offs, eco-business, and 

agroforestry—to link livelihoods with conservation 

9.​ Prioritise education and stewardship, ensuring new residents understand 

environmental values before development or clearing. 

10.​Recognise mapping as a living tool, evolving through community feedback, 

technological updates, and changing ecological realities.​

 

 

 



Summary: Planning Groups 1-3 
Across all three planning sessions, participants examined how land-use rules, zoning 

histories, mapping systems, and community expectations shape the future of Mission Beach. 

Although each group approached the topic from different entry points, a clear through-line 

emerged: planning laws are complex, fragmented, and often poorly aligned with the 

ecological needs of cassowaries and rainforest habitats. 

Participants consistently emphasised the need for clearer rules, better communication with 

landholders, more consistent enforcement, and stronger integration between mapping, 

planning, and community knowledge. Despite frustration with current gaps, the overall tone 

throughout the day was constructive and forward-looking. 

 

 

 



Common themes 

1. Communication and Disclosure for New Residents 

Many problems begin when new landholders or buyers are unaware of environmental 
constraints, vegetation rules, or the ecological significance of their properties. Participants 
highlighted the responsibility of real estate agents, council, and the community to ensure 
people understand what they are purchasing. 

Consensus: Clear, proactive communication—welcome packs, simple guides, disclosure 
information—could prevent conflict before it begins. 

 

2. Fragmented Legislative Frameworks 

Participants noted that state, federal, and local planning systems operate independently, 
often with different definitions of vegetation, habitat, or impact. Many clearing decisions arise 
from incompatibilities between state vegetation laws, EPBC assessments, and local planning 
schemes. 

Consensus: A more harmonised approach is needed so that the strongest level of 
protection applies consistently. 

 

3. Outdated Zoning and Legacy Approvals 

Across multiple groups, participants raised concerns about land zoned decades ago for 
incompatible uses. These “legacy rights” bind council’s hands and permit development or 
clearing that would not be approved today. 

Consensus: Expiry clauses, updated zoning, and state-supported reform are essential to 
retire outdated approvals and prevent further loss of habitat. 

 

4. Mapping Inconsistencies and Ecological Blind Spots 

All groups highlighted significant gaps in mapping, particularly around regrowth, remnant 
patches, corridor width, and cassowary movement. Mismatches between mapping layers 
undermine planning decisions and confuse landholders. 

Consensus: Mapping must be more accurate, regularly updated, and integrated with 
community data, especially cassowary sightings and restoration areas. 

 



5. Cassowary Corridors and Planning Codes 

Participants across all groups stressed the need for planning codes that specify measurable 
standards for corridor protection. Current codes rely on broad intentions rather than 
enforceable outcomes. 

Consensus: Planning requirements should set clear retention percentages, corridor widths, 
vegetation standards, and outcomes tailored to urban and rural contexts. 

 

6. Enforcement and Compliance Challenges 

Illegal clearing, unpermitted works, dog access, and vegetation removal were mentioned 
repeatedly. Participants felt enforcement is inconsistent and under-resourced, and that 
penalties rarely act as a deterrent. 

Consensus: Both council and state agencies need stronger compliance capacity, clearer 
responsibilities, and support from organisations such as the Environmental Defenders Office. 

 

7. Planning for Food Security and Long-Term Farming Viability 

Participants raised concerns that existing planning frameworks often treat productive 
farmland as future development land rather than recognising its ongoing role in food security, 
employment, and local identity. Legacy zoning, speculative development approvals, and 
rising land valuations were seen as placing increasing pressure on farmers, making 
agriculture harder to sustain and indirectly encouraging land-use change. Participants 
stressed that protecting productive farmland is complementary to conservation, not in conflict 
with it. 

Consensus: Planning should explicitly support long-term farming viability by recognising 
high-value agricultural land as essential infrastructure for the region, ensuring productive 
soils are not incrementally lost through inappropriate zoning or development decisions. 

 

8. Community Behaviour and Education 

Participants recognised that planning rules alone cannot solve issues caused by 
incompatible behaviour—feeding cassowaries, uncontrolled pets, or unintentional clearing. 
Education and social norms are essential. 

Consensus: Community education, local storytelling, and shared expectations are just as 
important as regulations. 

 



9. Planning for Climate, Natural Hazards, and Disaster Response 

Groups emphasised the need for planning to account for storm surge, erosion, floods, fire, 
and post-cyclone clearing practices. Poor post-disaster actions were widely criticised for 
causing environmental harm and accelerating habitat loss. 

Consensus: Climate and hazard overlays should be embedded in planning codes, and 
disaster procedures should better balance safety and environmental protection. 

 

10. Tools for Growth Management 

Population caps, temporary planning instruments, and targeted density controls were raised 
as ways to protect Mission Beach’s character and prevent fragmented sprawl. 

Consensus: While politically challenging, stronger growth-management tools may be 
necessary to preserve village identity and ecological values. 

 

11. Conservation Finance and Partnerships 

Some participants looked beyond planning rules to solutions such as buybacks, covenants, 
philanthropic partnerships, and models similar to the Daintree. These were seen as 
complementary to formal planning controls. 

Consensus: Conservation finance can play a decisive role in protecting critical habitat 
where planning alone falls short. 

 



Key takeaways 
1.​ Clearer, earlier communication with landholders is essential to prevent conflict and 

confusion 

2.​ Planning frameworks are fragmented and require better alignment across 

government levels 

3.​ Outdated zoning and legacy approvals continue to permit clearing that no longer 

reflects community or ecological priorities 

4.​ Mapping accuracy underpins effective planning and must be improved with regular 

updates and community-sourced data 

5.​ Cassowary corridors need enforceable, measurable planning standards tailored to 

urban and rural contexts 

6.​ Enforcement capacity is insufficient and must be strengthened through state 

support and legal partnerships 

7.​ Plan for farming to last. Productive agricultural land should be treated as essential 

infrastructure, not future development. 

8.​ Community behaviour and education are critical complements to any planning 

reform 

9.​ Climate risks and disaster-response practices must be integrated into planning 

decisions 

10.​Growth-management tools such as temporary planning instruments and population 

caps may be needed to protect local identity 

11.​Conservation finance and strategic partnerships can secure long-term ecological 

protection where planning tools reach their limits​

 

 



Summary: Incentives Groups 1-3 
Across all three sessions, participants shared a strong desire to protect the natural beauty 

and ecological value of Mission Beach and the Cassowary Coast. 

While each group approached the question of incentives from a different angle — social, 

financial, cultural, or regulatory — there was remarkable consistency in values and 

frustration with current systems. 

The collective message was clear: people care deeply about the environment, but they need 

recognition, support, education, and a sense of belonging to sustain their efforts. 

 

 

 



Common themes 

1. Redefining Incentives: Beyond Money 

All groups agreed that incentives are more than financial rewards. Participants 
emphasised pride, belonging, and education as key motivators. 

They repeatedly used the “carrot and stick” metaphor, expressing fatigue with ineffective 
regulation and enforcement. 

 Ideas included: 

●​ Recognition and awards for stewardship 
●​ Visible property signs or certification schemes 
●​ Community support networks and shared resources 

Consensus: Lasting conservation depends on building social and cultural incentives as 
much as financial ones. 

 

2. Recognition and Pride 

Each group stressed the need to celebrate positive examples.Group 1 proposed awards and 
signage, Group 2 highlighted storytelling and emotional connection to cassowaries, and 
Group 3 spoke of community recognition and local pride. The idea of turning “doing the right 
thing” into a social norm — something to be proud of and to talk about — resonated strongly. 

Shared sentiment: People are more likely to protect their land when their efforts are visible 
and valued by peers. 

 

3. Rates Relief and Financial Incentives 

The strongest material incentive discussed in all groups was rate relief or rebates for 
properties under conservation or covenant. 

Participants described frustration that: 

●​ Rate systems currently penalise landholders protecting habitat. 
●​ Developers and land clearers often benefit more than caretakers. 

Group 3 expressed this most passionately, viewing rates reform as the “single most effective 
lever,” while Groups 1 and 2 discussed it alongside grants and small-scale support such as 
weed management funding or cassowary friendly fencing subsidies. 

Consensus: Councils and governments should reward conservation, not development that 
destroys habitat. 



4. Incentives that Support Farming, Stewardship, and Food Security 

Discussions highlighted that farmers often bear the costs of land stewardship while receiving 
few tangible rewards, and that current systems can unintentionally favour clearing or 
development over continued farming. Participants supported incentives that help keep land 
in productive use, including rate relief, valuation reform, and practical land-management 
support. Agri-tourism was consistently identified as a positive incentive that allows farmers to 
diversify income while maintaining productive land and strengthening community 
understanding of farming and land care. 

Consensus: Incentives should reward farmers for maintaining productive, well-managed 
land, recognising food security, stewardship, and sustainable agriculture as public benefits 
alongside conservation outcomes. 

 

5. Education and Awareness 

Every group identified education as a central incentive. Group 1 suggested a Welcome 
Pack for new landholders; Group 2 elaborated on this idea, adding zoning information, 
Indigenous perspectives, and conservation contacts; Group 3 tied it to community identity 
and recognition.​
Participants also wanted: 

●​ School-based learning tied to local ecology 
●​ Community workshops on sustainable land management 
●​ Consistent council communication about rules and values 

Consensus: Education builds pride and prevents ignorance-based clearing or development. 

 

6. Culture, Belonging, and Community 

All groups described a loss of community cohesion and a weakening of volunteer culture.​
They linked conservation success to restoring local pride and social connection, suggesting: 

●​ Festivals, events, and signage celebrating “Cassowary Country” 
●​ Cultural renewal through youth and schools 
●​ Support for long-standing community groups such as C4 

Group 2 also proposed emotional and cultural storytelling, while Group 1 and 3 focused 
more on visible recognition and branding. 

Consensus: Conservation thrives when it feels like a shared community identity, not a 
private burden. 

 



7. Indigenous Leadership and Cultural Connection 

Group 2 in particular emphasised the role of Djiru people in local conservation and 
governance, calling for training, employment, and cultural leadership. While not as prominent 
in Groups 1 or 3, the theme connects with broader calls for place-based stewardship and 
respect for Country. 

Consensus: Cultural inclusion is an ethical and practical cornerstone of sustainable 
conservation. 

 

8. Frustration with Council and Bureaucracy 

All groups expressed cynicism about the government, but there was also some appreciation 
of CCRC efforts and willingness to engage.​
Participants felt that: 

●​ Council processes reward developers rather than conservationists 
●​ Bureaucratic rules create barriers instead of partnerships 
●​ There is a lack of accountability and transparency 

Group 3 called for reduced red tape for small eco-tourism and agri-tourism businesses, while 
Group 2 raised the issue of speculative development approvals that never expire. 

Consensus: Council reform and consistent enforcement are necessary for trust and 
fairness. 

 

9. Eco- and Agri-Tourism 

Groups 2 and 3 focused heavily on eco- and agri-tourism as win-win incentives that 
generate income and awareness.​
Examples included: 

●​ Farm tours and heritage crop projects 
●​ Volunteer tourism and “eco-voluntourism” 
●​ Story-based tourism that highlights cassowaries, culture, and conservation 

Group 1 mentioned similar ideas when discussing authentic “eco” branding and accreditation 
to prevent misuse of the term. 

Consensus: Low-impact, story-driven tourism aligns well with Mission Beach’s identity and 
provides tangible rewards for good land management. 

 



10. Innovation and Local Enterprise 

Group 3’s call for “Mission Beach-style incentives” — creative, place-based solutions — 
echoed through the other sessions.​
Participants across all workshops recognised the importance of supporting: 

●​ Small-scale, high-value, sustainable industries 
●​ Local produce, crafts, and niche crops 
●​ Partnerships between conservation and enterprise 

Consensus: Local innovation and self-determination are central to economic and 
environmental resilience. 

 

11. Mapping, Corridors, and Data 

Groups 1 and 3 stressed the need for better mapping of cassowary corridors and 
high-value habitat. They noted that existing statutory maps do not reflect on-the-ground 
knowledge.  Improved mapping was seen as essential for targeting incentives and stopping 
destructive clearing in unmapped areas. 

Consensus: Ground-truthed data should guide both incentives and enforcement. 

 

 



Key takeaways 
1.​ Reward conservation, don’t penalise it. Financial systems should recognise 

environmental stewardship through rates, grants, or rebates. 

2.​ Celebrate success visibly. Recognition and pride-based incentives are as powerful 

as money. 

3.​ Educate consistently. Use welcome packs, school programs, and workshops to 

build awareness. 

4.​ Reward stewardship on working land. Supporting farmers to stay productive 

strengthens food security, livelihoods, and conservation outcomes. 

5.​ Restore community culture. Conservation should feel like a local identity, not an 

individual struggle. 

6.​ Support Indigenous leadership. True stewardship must include cultural 

perspectives and employment pathways. 

7.​ Enable sustainable enterprise. Eco- and agri-tourism, small farms, and innovation 

should be encouraged through supportive regulation. 

8.​ Fix the system. Simplify council processes, enforce fair rules, and build trust through 

transparency. 

9.​ Map and protect what matters. Invest in fine-scale mapping to identify priority areas 

for incentives and conservation. 

10.​Lead with story and emotion. Connection to cassowaries, land, and legacy remains 

the most persuasive motivator of all. 


	Summary: Mapping Groups 1-3 
	Across the three Mapping sessions, participants combined local knowledge, lived experience, and technical critique to evaluate how environmental mapping represents Mission Beach’s landscapes. 
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	5. Identifying High-Value Agricultural Land and Exceptional Soils 
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	Debate on density versus sprawl was consistent. Participants accepted limited higher-density nodes if it meant preserving continuous habitat elsewhere. They also proposed economic models—agroforestry, eco-business, and land-swap mechanisms—to align livelihoods with conservation. 
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	Summary: Incentives Groups 1-3 
	Across all three sessions, participants shared a strong desire to protect the natural beauty and ecological value of Mission Beach and the Cassowary Coast. 
	While each group approached the question of incentives from a different angle — social, financial, cultural, or regulatory — there was remarkable consistency in values and frustration with current systems. 
	The collective message was clear: people care deeply about the environment, but they need recognition, support, education, and a sense of belonging to sustain their efforts. 
	 
	 
	Common themes 
	1. Redefining Incentives: Beyond Money 

	All groups agreed that incentives are more than financial rewards. Participants emphasised pride, belonging, and education as key motivators. 
	They repeatedly used the “carrot and stick” metaphor, expressing fatigue with ineffective regulation and enforcement. 
	 Ideas included: 
	●​Recognition and awards for stewardship 
	●​Visible property signs or certification schemes 
	●​Community support networks and shared resources 
	Consensus: Lasting conservation depends on building social and cultural incentives as much as financial ones. 
	2. Recognition and Pride 

	Each group stressed the need to celebrate positive examples.Group 1 proposed awards and signage, Group 2 highlighted storytelling and emotional connection to cassowaries, and Group 3 spoke of community recognition and local pride. The idea of turning “doing the right thing” into a social norm — something to be proud of and to talk about — resonated strongly. 
	Shared sentiment: People are more likely to protect their land when their efforts are visible and valued by peers. 
	3. Rates Relief and Financial Incentives 

	The strongest material incentive discussed in all groups was rate relief or rebates for properties under conservation or covenant. 
	Participants described frustration that: 
	●​Rate systems currently penalise landholders protecting habitat. 
	●​Developers and land clearers often benefit more than caretakers. 
	Group 3 expressed this most passionately, viewing rates reform as the “single most effective lever,” while Groups 1 and 2 discussed it alongside grants and small-scale support such as weed management funding or cassowary friendly fencing subsidies. 
	Consensus: Councils and governments should reward conservation, not development that destroys habitat. 
	4. Incentives that Support Farming, Stewardship, and Food Security 
	Discussions highlighted that farmers often bear the costs of land stewardship while receiving few tangible rewards, and that current systems can unintentionally favour clearing or development over continued farming. Participants supported incentives that help keep land in productive use, including rate relief, valuation reform, and practical land-management support. Agri-tourism was consistently identified as a positive incentive that allows farmers to diversify income while maintaining productive land and strengthening community understanding of farming and land care. 
	Consensus: Incentives should reward farmers for maintaining productive, well-managed land, recognising food security, stewardship, and sustainable agriculture as public benefits alongside conservation outcomes. 
	 
	5. Education and Awareness 

	Every group identified education as a central incentive. Group 1 suggested a Welcome Pack for new landholders; Group 2 elaborated on this idea, adding zoning information, Indigenous perspectives, and conservation contacts; Group 3 tied it to community identity and recognition.​Participants also wanted: 
	●​School-based learning tied to local ecology 
	●​Community workshops on sustainable land management 
	●​Consistent council communication about rules and values 
	Consensus: Education builds pride and prevents ignorance-based clearing or development. 
	6. Culture, Belonging, and Community 

	All groups described a loss of community cohesion and a weakening of volunteer culture.​They linked conservation success to restoring local pride and social connection, suggesting: 
	●​Festivals, events, and signage celebrating “Cassowary Country” 
	●​Cultural renewal through youth and schools 
	●​Support for long-standing community groups such as C4 
	Group 2 also proposed emotional and cultural storytelling, while Group 1 and 3 focused more on visible recognition and branding. 
	Consensus: Conservation thrives when it feels like a shared community identity, not a private burden. 
	 
	7. Indigenous Leadership and Cultural Connection 

	Group 2 in particular emphasised the role of Djiru people in local conservation and governance, calling for training, employment, and cultural leadership. While not as prominent in Groups 1 or 3, the theme connects with broader calls for place-based stewardship and respect for Country. 
	Consensus: Cultural inclusion is an ethical and practical cornerstone of sustainable conservation. 
	8. Frustration with Council and Bureaucracy 

	All groups expressed cynicism about the government, but there was also some appreciation of CCRC efforts and willingness to engage.​Participants felt that: 
	●​Council processes reward developers rather than conservationists 
	●​Bureaucratic rules create barriers instead of partnerships 
	●​There is a lack of accountability and transparency 
	Group 3 called for reduced red tape for small eco-tourism and agri-tourism businesses, while Group 2 raised the issue of speculative development approvals that never expire. 
	Consensus: Council reform and consistent enforcement are necessary for trust and fairness. 
	 
	9. Eco- and Agri-Tourism 

	Groups 2 and 3 focused heavily on eco- and agri-tourism as win-win incentives that generate income and awareness.​Examples included: 
	●​Farm tours and heritage crop projects 
	●​Volunteer tourism and “eco-voluntourism” 
	●​Story-based tourism that highlights cassowaries, culture, and conservation 
	Group 1 mentioned similar ideas when discussing authentic “eco” branding and accreditation to prevent misuse of the term. 
	Consensus: Low-impact, story-driven tourism aligns well with Mission Beach’s identity and provides tangible rewards for good land management. 
	 
	10. Innovation and Local Enterprise 

	Group 3’s call for “Mission Beach-style incentives” — creative, place-based solutions — echoed through the other sessions.​Participants across all workshops recognised the importance of supporting: 
	●​Small-scale, high-value, sustainable industries 
	●​Local produce, crafts, and niche crops 
	●​Partnerships between conservation and enterprise 
	Consensus: Local innovation and self-determination are central to economic and environmental resilience. 
	 
	11. Mapping, Corridors, and Data 

	Groups 1 and 3 stressed the need for better mapping of cassowary corridors and high-value habitat. They noted that existing statutory maps do not reflect on-the-ground knowledge.  Improved mapping was seen as essential for targeting incentives and stopping destructive clearing in unmapped areas. 
	Consensus: Ground-truthed data should guide both incentives and enforcement. 
	 
	 
	Key takeaways 
	1.​Reward conservation, don’t penalise it. Financial systems should recognise environmental stewardship through rates, grants, or rebates. 
	2.​Celebrate success visibly. Recognition and pride-based incentives are as powerful as money. 
	3.​Educate consistently. Use welcome packs, school programs, and workshops to build awareness. 
	5.​Restore community culture. Conservation should feel like a local identity, not an individual struggle. 
	6.​Support Indigenous leadership. True stewardship must include cultural perspectives and employment pathways. 
	7.​Enable sustainable enterprise. Eco- and agri-tourism, small farms, and innovation should be encouraged through supportive regulation. 
	8.​Fix the system. Simplify council processes, enforce fair rules, and build trust through transparency. 
	9.​Map and protect what matters. Invest in fine-scale mapping to identify priority areas for incentives and conservation. 
	10.​Lead with story and emotion. Connection to cassowaries, land, and legacy remains the most persuasive motivator of all. 

