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Adaptive Governance Research Findings

Purpose
The purpose of this paper is to identify and detail relevant research for the creation of an 
appropriate Adaptive Governance model for the Border Rivers-Gwydir Catchment 
Management Authority (BRG CMA) Catchment Action Plan (CAP). The model is aligned 
with BRG CMA's priorities and requirements, particularly those in the CAP and required by 
the NSW Natural Resource Commission (NRC).

A separate report, Adaptive Governance Model for the Catchment Action Plan, details 
the actual recommended adaptive governance system for BRG CMA.

The application of an adaptive approach to governance is aligned with the new 
requirements of the NRC, particularly use of resilient systems thinking as well as a 'whole of 
government and 'whole of community' approach. In this way the governance model aims 
to support key partners and stakeholders in their contribution to the health of the BRG 
CMA catchment including bordering CMA’s, NRM organisations on the QLD border, 
government agencies, industry partners, land holders and community NRM groups and 
networks.

Research & Development Process
Three streams of research were undertaken:

1) Literature Research of papers, presentations and websites;

2) Identification of Case Studies from applications of adaptive governance models; and,

3) Interviews with experts and stakeholders.

Strategic Fit & Alignment
Is there a more satisfactory alternative governance model?

NRC Requirements
The NSW Natural Resource Commission (NRC) requirements for the new Catchment Action 
Plans (CAP) reflect a significant change in the practice of catchment management.

First, the application of resilience systems thinking is now required. This approach 
necessarily requires embedding ongoing learning, development and recognition of the 
need for an adaptive approach to a constantly changing social-ecological context.

Second, the NRC requires the new CAP to embody a 'whole of government' and 'whole of 
community' approach:

“... there is now a greater commitment across governments to work 
towards  a  collaborative,  whole-of-government  and  community 
approach to regional natural resource management.”

An adaptive approach as widely recognised as necessary for natural resource 
management given the dynamics of uncertainty, complexity and lack of information.
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While this has been recognised in approaches to management for some time, it is now 
being recognised to be just as important for governance.

Adaptive Governance recognises that this dynamism needs to be embedded within the 
governance structures and processes as well as being embedded within management 
and operational practices.

The need for collective action with external and third parties, beyond the direct legal and 
regulatory authority of the BRG CMA alone, further reinforces the need for a governance 
model which can accommodate and enable collaboration.

The below diagram depicts the integrated, multi-scale, multi-stakeholder approach now 
embodied within the new NRC requirements for CAPs.

The totality of these requirements represents a very significant change for NSW Catchment 
Management Authorities, including BRG CMA, to be phased in throughout the course of 
the ten-year period of the new CAP.

More specifically, CAPs are required to provide a regional framework for:

Whole of government and community regional planning to provide a basis for 
collaborative action between the CMA and its agency, community and industry 
partners;

More relevant science to support decisions at all scales, collecting and synthesising 
the best available information, and using this information to analyse and describe 
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the linked social-ecological systems operating in a catchment;

Whole of government adaptive management, demonstrating effective adaptive 
management and the benefits of institutional continuity at the regional scale;

Matching funding to landscape need, providing a reliable and credible basis for 
aligning diverse sources of local, state and national government funding programs; 
and,

Designing sound policy to complement stewardship, providing a solid evidence 
base, knowledge of community values and spatial representation of priorities to 
inform major state and national policy developments and strategic land use 
planning.

Fit-for-Purpose
It is widely recognised that in complex, dynamic social-ecological systems it is the 
capacity for change of the various actors, organisations and resources that is most key.

Enabling and enhancing these capacities requires governance and organising models 
which incorporate the design principles and processes for participation and learning to 
ensure effective and enduring governance of social-ecological systems.

Adaptive Governance describes a hybrid model with features from a range of similar 
governance approaches (as detailed in the Research Findings later in this report). While 
some of the other governance models can provide alignment with some of the NRC 
requirements, none are as comprehensively aligned and capable to meet these 
requirements as the Adaptive Governance model.

Especially important for BRG CMA are its fit for working with a multitude of external 
stakeholders and partners, to ensure integration and alignment of policies and plans, and 
to develop the required systems and capacities which enable collaborative action and 
impact.

Impetus for Change
What are the opportunities or challenges which provide an impetus 

and justify the need for this change?

The most fundamental and unavoidable impetus for BRG CMA to change its model of 
governance is to ensure alignment and capacity for the new, and significantly different, 
requirements of the NRC detailed above.

This provides an 'internal' impetus for change. In line with BRG CMA's dual role and 
responsibilities though, an 'external' impetus for change is also required. These impetus 
span global, national, regional and local scales as have been identified through the 
current CAP planning process and other related research:

Global ~ climate change and global biodiversity loss are emerging issues;

National ~ policies and plans of a range of key NRM and planning agencies 
specifically encourage use of adaptive governance and adaptive management 
approaches to achieve their objectives and targets; Australians continue to use 

Page 5 of 98



Adaptive Governance Research Findings

more than our share of global resources; continued gaps between Aboriginal and 
other Australians in respect to health, education, employment and housing;

Regional ~ a historical timeline analysis for the catchment identified that several 
major events since European settlement have led to major shocks, declines and 
shifts in socio-ecological states however governance arrangements across sectors 
has limited the adaptive capacity for responding to these shocks; increased 
competition for water resources from an increased range of users; threats from 
invasive species; a desire to grow the regional economy and the need to balance 
this with healthy catchment functioning; the region’s biodiversity is threatened by 
the continued loss of natural habitat, critical regional ecosystems and 
fragmentation;

Local ~ workshops with community, agency and expert stakeholders have 
identified issues of limited resources in times of global economic and climatic 
uncertainty, and listed the need for improvements in collaborative arrangements 
among stakeholders as a priority.

In an environment of scarce natural resources, the conditions of non-
linearity and uncertainty will  shift  the focus of  value creation from 
developing internal  firm resources  and capabilities  [BRG CMA]  to 
distinctive competences in managing external, multi-level and multi-
system relationships focused on the ecosystem (Heuer, p.5).

More widely, the change towards governance from government (as already highlighted 
earlier in this report). This shift is observable in areas of social and economic development, 
and reflects a common recognition that the underlying 'wicked problems' being 
addressed require much more sophisticated systems of decision-making, organising, 
learning and so on.

'Wicked problems' aren't wicked in the sense of evil, but rather as a crossword puzzle 
addict or mathematician would use it ~ an issue highly resistant to resolution. They are: 
difficult to clearly define; have many interdependencies and are often multi-causal; 
attempts to address wicked problems often lead to unforeseen consequences; are often 
not stable; are socially complex; hardly ever sit conveniently within the responsibility of any 
one organisation; involve changing behaviour; and, can be characterised by chronic 
policy failure.

The increasing participation of non-government actors in decision-processes, as much as 
the increasing participation of multiple government actors, is another drivers behind this 
change (Newig et al).
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Adaptive Governance

Definition
The word governance derives from 
the Greek verb kubernan which 
means to steer.

The considerable body of research 
examined strongly reflects an 
overarching change is taking 
place in regards to natural 
resource management all around 
the world: a move towards 
governance and away from 
government.

Governance  is  a 
way  to  manage 
power  and  policy, 
while  government  is 
one  of  many 
instruments  to  do so 
(Milcu).

Adaptive Governance simply 
means that the governing body 
(BRG CMA) is able to rearrange its 
governing processes and 
procedures in response to 
changing internal or external 
conditions ~ that is, the body is 
intentional in its responsiveness to 
change.

The easiest way to describe 
Adaptive Governance is with a 
diagram (right) to show some of its 
key attributes and how they are 
aligned with the required 
capacities to manage for a 
resilient social-ecological system, 
such as the Border Rivers-Gwydir 
catchment.

A wider range of definitions ~ both of governance and adaptive governance ~ are 
detailed later in this report.
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So too, a more comprehensive outline of 
Adaptive Governance principles and key 
processes are in the sections which follow.

However the diagram is a useful short-cut 
to comprehend the various parts which 
make up the Adaptive Governance 
model.

Two of the most important distinctions are 
the emphasis on self-organisation 
(referring to enabling of collaborative 
action by multiple stakeholders and 
partners for the shared purpose of the 
health of the catchment and community) 
and learning and adaptation (recognising 
the dynamic nature of the social-
ecological system which is being 
governed, the uncertainty which that 
brings and the need to focus upon 
continuous trialling, learning and 
improvement).

History & Origins
A range of definitions of governance were identified in the literature. While there are 
consistent themes reflected in each of them, their diversity reflects the growing and 
emergent nature of work in this field:

Governance  means  the  interactions  among  structures,  processes 
and  traditions  that  determine  how  power  and  responsibilities  are 
exercised,  how  decisions  are  taken,  and  how  citizens  or  other 
stakeholders have their say (Lockwood et al, p.4).

Governance  processes  find  ways  to  leverage  diverse  ideas, 
coordinate collective resources,  use new tools  and techniques  to 
inspire  and  steer  decision  making.  Rather  than  acting  alone  or 
resorting to jurisdictional claims, governments work with one another 
and  through  civil  society  partnerships  for  joint  problem-solving 
(Bradford, p.6).

Governance structures and processes can include laws, regulations, 
discursive  debates,  negotiation,  mediation,  conflict  resolution, 
elections, public consultations, protests, and other decision making 
mechanisms (Lebel et al, p.2).

Governance is the interaction of formal and informal structures and 
processes that influence the way power and authority are exercised, 
the  way  decisions  are  taken,  and  how  citizens  and  stakeholders 
have their say (Griffith et al, p.17).
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The concept of Adaptive Governance has emerged from the intersection of two areas of 
inquiry: the application of ecological systems theory to natural resource management, 
catalysed by the work of Buzz Holling and continued by the Resilience Alliance; and, the 
study of self governing institutions led by Elinor Ostrom (Hatfield et al).

Interventions in social-ecological systems with the aim of altering resilience immediately 
confront issues of governance. Who decides what should be made resilient to what? For 
whom is resilience to be managed, and for what purpose? (Lebel et al, p.1)

In its simplest form, adaptive means being responsive to a changing social and ecological 
environment or situation. It was particularly developed to address social–ecological 
systems as defined in resilience systems thinking, i.e. ecological systems which are 
intricately linked with and are affected by one or more social systems (Clarke & Clarke, 
p.1).

Further, the relationship between governance and resilience is found to be bidirectional: 
the capacity to manage the resilience of social-ecological systems may influence the 
form that governance takes and ecological feedbacks may constrain both governance 
and this capacity (Milcu).

Adaptive governance refers  to institutional change processes that 
are  responsive  to  emerging  problems  or  knowledge  surrounding 
complex socio-ecological systems (Heikkila, p.1).

In this light, governance that is ‘adaptive’ necessarily incorporates learning and change in 
response to uncertainty. It is the context in which planning, designing, regulating and then 
managing sits. As such it encompasses the totality of mechanisms and instruments 
available for influencing social change in certain directions (Ison).

Defining Qualities
How do certain attributes of governance function in society to 

enhance the capacity to manage resilience?

Adaptive Governance is a hybrid of concepts from a range of different governance 
models (depicted below), which in itself reflects some of its key principles of integration, 
learning and development. The areas of commonality and difference with these other 
governance models are detailed in the following section.

Enabling this responsiveness to change requires processes to assimilate new information, 
procedures to learn from experience, and procedures to test the reliability of its 
assumptions. The governing body will be strategic, utilising 'what if' thinking, anticipatory, 
forward looking and innovative in approach, with procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage risk.

With these capabilities the governing body is in a better position to: read the external 
environment; reduce unexpectedness and surprises; respond to and cope with change; 
demonstrate foresight; and adapt to changing community needs (Lockwood et al, p.14).
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Advocates  argue  that  new  [adaptive]  governance  processes 
promote increased collaboration among government, business, civil 
society,  and  citizens;  enhance  democratic  decision  making;  and 
foster decisional legitimacy, consensus, citizen engagement, public 
dialogue,  reasoned  debate,  higher  decision  quality,  and  fairness 
among an active and informed citizenry. They contend that these 
processes promote individual liberty while maintaining accountability 
for collective decisions; advance political equality while educating 
citizens; foster a better understanding of competing interests while 
contributing to citizen’s moral development; and orient an atomised 
citizenry toward the collective good (Bellamy, p.102).

Governance involves creating the conditions for ordered rule and collective action 
through structures and processes by which people and organisations make decisions and 
share power. Key capabilities are conflict resolution, facilitation of cooperation and 
alleviating collective action problems (Heuer, p.3).

Adaptive governance refers to the evolution of the rules and norms that promote the 
satisfaction of underlying human needs and preferences given changes in understanding, 
objectives, and the social, economic and environmental context. As such it includes 
social mechanisms including law, policy, social institutions, social capital, and social 
networks that build resilience in social-ecological systems through responding to and 
adapting to change or disturbance (Hatfield-Dodds et al, p.4).Adaptive governance 
recognises that much of the complexity and uncertainty in natural resource policy arises 
from the need to negotiate trade-offs between multiple, diffuse and changing interests. 
These various interests operate at different spatial and temporal scales (including future 
generations) of which only a very few can ever be informed by contemporary science. 
Knowledge gaps and value-based trade-offs necessitate political rather than scientific 
balancing of multiple interests where possible, and stronger intervention to integrate them 
where necessary. Conflict resolution mechanisms are an essential feature of adaptive 
governance systems. Uncertainty means that policy development is a continual 
experiment proceeding via informed trial and error to evolve solutions in response to 
conflicting goals, knowledge gaps, and continuous change in social, economic and 
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environmental conditions (Nelson et 
al, p.4).

Given this, the Adaptive 
Governance model has been 
designed to:

Work with difference and 
changes on ground, rather than 
being a one-size-fits-all (Brunner);

Consider and incorporate the 
different values, interests, 
perspectives, and kinds of 
information that people and 
groups bring to the issue (Dietz 
et al);

Address the loss in confidence 
of centralised efforts being able 
to devise universal, one-shoe-fits-
all, solutions effective for all 
settings (Marshall); and,

Be responsive to contemporary 
realities including the 
incomplete and uncertain 
nature of applied science, the 
fact that most policy problems 
are as much political as they are 
technical, and the 
ineffectiveness or absence of a 
single, central authority 
(Brunner).

An adaptive governance system 
must enable the capacity to cope 
and adapt, the conservation of 
sources of innovation and renewal 
and ultimately resilience by the following means:

participation to build trust;

deliberation which leads to shared understanding needed to mobilise and self-
organise;

poly-centric and multi-layered institutions improve the fit between knowledge, 
action and social-ecological contexts in ways that allow societies to respond more 
adaptively at appropriate levels; and,

accountable authorities that pursue just distributions of benefits and involuntary risks 
enhance adaptive capacity of vulnerable groups and society as a whole.
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NRM North, Tasmania

NRM North is already in adaptive mode. Structure, 
function, culture and thinking are undergoing 
adaptation driven by the energy of the new 
Executive Officer. Structurally the organisation runs 
on a core set of permanent staff supported by a 
larger pool of experienced and qualified part-time 
people. Functionally the staff concentrate on 
facilitating and brokering outcomes, project 
management, maintaining core knowledge 
systems and processes, and on creativity. There is a 
policy of succession planning and skill building. The 
technical tasks such as spatial analysis are 
outsourced to private companies in the region, 
some of which are on retainer. Outside ‘mentors’ 
are used by NRM North to generate rapid 
assessment of effectiveness and to act as catalysts 
for improvement. This suite of strategies provides 
the organisation with the flexibility to scale up or 
down quickly. The changed structure at the senior 
level also frees the Executive Officer to focus on 
strategy and building credibility in the market 
place.

The subregional structure establishes strong links to 
local government and provides the region’s eyes 
and ears on the ground and social capital for 
innovation. Connectivity, including partnerships 
with other key organisations within the region, is a 
prime objective and stronger island-wide project 
links with the other two NRM regions in Tasmania 
are developing. NRM North tends to take the lead 
on climate change and tourism projects.

Text 1: Case Study ~ NRM North, Griffith et al, pp23-24.
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Armitage (p.10) refers to an expanding and hybridised literature which emphasises a suite 
of governance attributes (some well established, others more novel) to deal with the 
complexity of the commons in a multi-level world as detailed in the below table.

Defining 
Attributes

Description

Participation, 
collaboration 
and 
deliberation

Emergence of these related attributes is a response to top-down, hierarchical or 
command and control management in which the value f multiple actors and 
perspectives is recognised. Participation, collaboration and deliberation are seen 
to create opportunities for different interests, perceptions and interpretations to be 
scrutinised.

Multi-Layered The literature draws attention to organisational structures with multiple, relatively 
independent centres. Several advantages are suggested, including enhanced 
potential for level-dependent management interventions, development of 
mechanisms to address cross-level interactions, and greater capacity to improve 
monitoring, understand feedback, and encourage appropriate institutions and 
incentives.

Accountable Linked to distributed institutional arrangements in which accountable authorities 
pursue just distribution of benefits. Accountable governance can be expected to 
reduce threats to vulnerable groups and build adaptive capacity.

Interactive An attribute that fits well with networked, multi-layered and participatory ideals. 
Interactive governance involves a mutually influencing relationship between two or 
more actors possessing an intentional and structural dimension. Interactive 
elements must be considered in the context of the system to be governed (e.g., 
between key social, economic and ecological components of a fishery system), as 
well as between the actors and components involved in governance of that 
system.

Leadership Emphasis is on evolving styles and roles for managers, policy makers, etc. to 
encourage a move from authoritarian decision maker to facilitator or catalyst. In 
this capacity, leadership plays a key role in helping create a system ‘vision’ as well 
as in sense making. Leadership roles can vary by actor but will likely involve an 
individual or individuals with the ability to connect with key actors.

Knowledge 
pluralism

Recognition of the value in drawing from multiple sources of knowledge, including 
knowledge from formally-trained scientists, policy makers and managers, and 
resource users (farmers, fishers, tourists). Emphasis is placed on using multiple sources 
of knowledge to build a holistic, integrated or systems understanding, rather than 
understanding in a reductive sense.

Learning Learning is viewed as a social process and outcome (i.e., social learning) achieved 
through the collaborative and mutual development and sharing of knowledge by 
multiple actors. Different types of learning are highlighted (e.g., single, double and 
triple-loop learning), each of which demands greater focus on the sub-text of 
learning (individual and collective).
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Trust Trust is highlighted as a feature of social interaction required for true partnership 
and collaborative engagements, and one that is underestimated in conventional 
or top-down management. Discussions of trust are often framed in the terminology 
of social capital, and therefore, reduced to measurable components (i.e., an 
outcome of bridging, bonding and social networks).

Networked Linked to the concept of multi-layered governance (nodes and links), networks of 
actors across scales (e.g., from local users to municipalities to regional and national 
or international organisations) are expected to play a key role in better 
coordinating people, improving information flows, synthesising and mobilising 
knowledge of ecosystem dynamics. Networked arrangements should confer 
resilience on the institutional system because of enhanced capacity to diffuse 
negative effects and distribute benefits.

Bellamy (pp. 108-109) similarly identifies essential elements of ‘good’ adaptive regional 
NRM governance which have been recognised both nationally and internationally to 
include:

Participatory ~ engagement with stakeholders being inclusive of the range of 
values of people involved or affected by NRM decision-making. Critical for building 
trust and legitimacy;

Deliberative ~ accommodating debate, dissent, mediation and negotiation. 
Critical for developing shared understanding and trust and enhancing adaptive 
capacity;

Multi-layered ~ not necessarily neatly hierarchical but able to handle scale-
dependent governance challenges and territorial or sectoral cross-boundary 
interactions and coordination. Critical to adaptive responses at appropriate levels;

Nested ~ multiple centres or authorities for creating opportunities for understanding 
and for servicing needs in spatially heterogeneous contexts. Critical for providing 
flexibility for adapting to local contexts (i.e. knowledge, values, community 
capacity for action and social and environmental conditions) and creating 
appropriate learning and decision-making opportunities;

Accountable and responsive ~ relating to both local communities and higher 
authorities in terms of decisions and actions that are responsive to changing 
circumstances, performance, knowledge and societal objectives and preferences. 
Critical to efficiency and adaptive capacity of regional NRM governance to 
respond to and shape change in the long term;

Just ~ that is, social justice in relation to the distribution of benefits and involuntary 
risks. Critical to enhancing the adaptive capacity of vulnerable groups and society 
as a whole; and,

Well informed ~ embracing new forms of knowledge to deal with complexity and 
uncertainty associated with change in interconnected social and natural systems. 
Critical to social acceptability and adaptive governance capacity.
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Principles
Adaptive Governance accepts and responds to uncertainty through promoting learning, 
avoiding irreversible interventions and impacts, encouraging constant monitoring of 
outcomes, facilitating broad participation in policy-making processes, encouraging 
transparency, and reflexively highlighting the limitations of the knowledge on which policy 
choices are based (Cooney & Lang, p.1).

There is a considerable body of research on the principles for Adaptive Governance. The 
below table reflects a synthesis from a large number of studies which examined, tested 
and refined Elinor Ostrom’s seminal work (1990) on the design principles for natural 
resource management of the commons.

These principles are mostly focussed upon the physical landscape, or catchment as is the 
case for BRG CMA.

The following table of principles complement the 'commons' above with their focus mostly 
upon the Adaptive Governance system which encompasses BRG CMA and the myriad of 
other stakeholders, partners as well as the adaptive factors relevant to the resilience of the 
social-ecological system (Griffith et al, pp.19-20; Lockwood et al, pp 9-15). The third 
column titled 'link' provides a cross-reference where the principles aligned with those for 
the 'commons' above.
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Principle Description Link

Legitimacy The conferred or earned authority and necessary diligence and integrity 
to make decisions on behalf of others. Legitimacy is still needed in 
adaptive governance to establish multi-stakeholder and cross-scale 
confidence and trust in navigating change.
Legitimacy refers to (i) the validity of an organisation’s authority to 
govern that may be (a) conferred by democratic statute; or (b) earned 
through the acceptance by stakeholders of an organisation’s authority 
to govern; (ii) power being devolved to the lowest level at which it can 
be effectively exercised; and (iii) the integrity with which this authority is 
exercised. Legitimacy is the acceptance and justification of shared rule 
by a community the question of legitimacy concerns who is entitled to 
make rules and how authority itself is generated and is a key factor in the 
effectiveness of governance arrangements.
High levels of legitimacy in regional NRM bodies would be characterised 
by:
• Clear terms of conferred authority and the extent of powers;
• Reference to the conditions of conferred authority when decisions 

are being considered;
• Ongoing community and stakeholder confidence/trust in 

organisations’ exercise of power;
• Functioning systems and processes for ensuring diligence and 

integrity of a complexity; and,
• Consistent with the risks associated with the exercise of conferred 

authority and the level of public and private investment.

1A
1B
3
8

Fairness An ethical basis for the way decisions are made and how communities 
and stakeholders are involved. Fairness refers to (i) the respect and 
attention given to stakeholders’ views; (ii) consistency and absence of 
personal bias in decision making; and (iii) the consideration given to 
distribution of costs and benefits of decisions.
Fairness incorporates principles of transparency and inclusiveness to 
reinforce equity and justice in changing conditions and to maintain 
deliberative processes in which alternative futures can be debated.
Transparency is engendered by (i) the visibility of decision-making 
processes; (ii) the clarity with which the reasoning behind decisions is 
communicated; and (iii) the ready availability of relevant information 
about governance and performance in an organisation.
In general, all decisions about NRM priorities and investments should be 
accessible to stakeholders. For it to be accessible, some stakeholders 
may require information to be made available in particular forms.
High levels of fairness in an NRM context would be characterised by:
• Transparency, including visibility and clarity of reasoning in decision-

making processes as well as access to decisions;
• Inclusive and participative engagement of stakeholders and 

community
• Consideration of distributional justice;
• Decisions and resource allocations are not systematically biased in 

favour of any particular individual or sector, unless such bias was 
required to deliver on an agreed strategic plan;

• Priorities are clearly articulated for the benefit of stakeholders who 

2A
2B
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Principle Description Link

may not be eligible;
• Mechanisms are in place to account for the distribution of private 

and public benefits and costs of programs (given that NRM strategies 
often involve the significant investment of public money to private 
assets for both private and public benefits);

• Deliberative processes accommodating debate, dissent, different 
forms of knowledge, mediation and negotiation;

• Dispute resolution procedures are readily available; and,
• Intergenerational equity which involves consideration of distributional 

justice for future generations as stakeholders in decisions.

Accountability The answerability to those on whose behalf decisions are made. 
Accountability is still needed in adaptive governance to ensure 
answerability for decisions about change. It can also be useful as a 
formal feedback loop transferring critical information on change 
between decision making levels in the system.
Accountability refers to (i) the allocation and acceptance of 
responsibility for decisions and actions and (ii) the demonstration of 
whether and how these responsibilities have been met. It is essential for 
the authority and credibility of decision-making processes.
High levels of accountability in NRM organisations would be 
characterised by:
• Compliance with conditions of conferred authority - this may be 

upward in the case of statutory authorities or downwards in the case 
of community associations and usually involves formal reporting;

• In cases of non compliance, a transparent explanation of why 
compliance is not supporting adaptive governance and/or 
management and is therefore a preferable course of action;

• Documentation of diligence and integrity in decision making; and,
• Transparent recognition and demonstrated acceptance of roles and 

responsibilities upwards, downwards and sideways reporting of 
effectiveness.

4A
4B
5

Inclusiveness Inclusiveness refers to opportunities available for stakeholders to 
participate in and influence decision-making processes and actions.
Governance is regarded as inclusive when all those with a stake in 
governance processes can engage with them on a basis equal to that 
provided to all other stakeholders. As solutions to NRM problems often 
demand substantial changes in practices, their implementation requires 
participation of as many of the affected actors as possible. It is important 
for governance authorities to have access to many different 
perspectives and kinds of knowledge, because no single actor has the 
resources to generate solutions to ‘wicked problems’. As well as 
embracing decisions concerning NRM issues and aspirations, 
inclusiveness should be practised in design of the governance system 
itself. That is, reform processes seeking to decentralise governance 
should avoid ‘top-down’ imposition of institutional structures and instead 
adopt a collaborative approach that involves mutual engagement of all 
extant and potential governing actors.
Inclusive governance is about governing actors seeking input from 
multiple sources; having an awareness of and valuing diversity; and 
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Principle Description Link

having policies and structures to foster stakeholder contributions and 
engagement.

Connectivity (or 
inter-
connectedness)

The linkages, networking and knowledge exchange that enables cross-
scale and within-scale coordination of effort to occur and feedback 
loops to operate, addressing (i) the connection between, and 
coordination across, different governance levels; (ii) the connection 
between, and coordination across, organisations at the same level of 
governance; and (iii) the alignment of priorities, plans and activities 
across governance organisations.
Connectivity reflects the need in adaptive governance for co-
management, networking to build social capital and collaboration to 
deal with multi-scalar
problems.
In NRM connectivity would be characterised by:
• Extensive, diverse and nested formal and informal linkages to other 

NRM organisations that facilitate a coordination of purpose;
• Well-developed networking and information exchange pathways 

that allow timely action, feedback and learning;
• Adequate modularity and overlap of functions to provide options for 

renewal in the event of system disruption;
• Integration of policy initiatives to reduce duplication and optimise the 

efficient deployment of public resources;
• Collaboration within scale to ensure best outcomes; and,
• Collaboration across scales to ensure that multi-scalar problems are 

addressed in a coordinated way.

3
8

Reflexivity The awareness, deep reflection and recursive responsiveness to 
changing conditions that enables learning, new knowledge and 
feedback signals to be incorporated into planning and action. Reflexivity 
captures the need in adaptive governance to address complexity and 
uncertainty; awareness of feedback and the often recursive nature of 
social change.
A well-developed reflexive culture in regional NRM bodies and other 
organisations that participate in the poly-centric system of NRM decision 
making would be characterised by:
• Awareness of complexity, uncertainty and the tendency for linked 

social-ecological systems to self-organise;
• Recognition of sustainable resource use and many NRM problems as 

‘wicked problems’ ~ those that are created within human society 
and become intractable with no apparent one-off solution ~ and 
therefore require ongoing (experimental) management;

• Collective social processes that are able to boundary span 
particularly across different knowledge cultures; pasts, presents and 
futures; and institutional scales;

• Scanning, monitoring and evaluating feedback about ecological, 
social and economic change including deliberate monitoring of the 
effects of management actions;

• Leadership that is tuned in to feedback, capable of deep reflection 
and critical learning, and is willing to experiment and adjust strategies 
if necessary; and,
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Principle Description Link

• Timely public dissemination of information on change so that others 
may also adjust.

Adaptability The necessary social capital, system knowledge and flexibility to manage
resilience. Adaptability ~ as applied with resilience thinking as the ability 
to manage resilience ~ refers to (i) the incorporation of new knowledge 
and learning into decision-making and implementation; (ii) anticipation 
and management of threats, opportunities and associated risks; and (iii) 
systematic reflection on individual, organisational and system 
performance.
The governance capacity in NRM organisations to manage resilience is 
characterised by:
• Acceptance of diversity and variability;
• A system-wide perspective on NRM rather than a focus on managing 

separate components;
• Connectivity (to a point) and reflexivity (tuned in to feedback – 

particularly ecological feedback);
• Systematic self reflection embedded in procedures, processes and 

performance through such means as monitoring, evaluation and 
review as well as processes for making better decisions and changes 
as a result of review outcomes and for feeding new information back 
into plans and targets;

• Flexibility of structures to enable self organisation and therefore buffer 
change;

• Willingness of leadership to experiment (active adaptive 
management), innovate, and set aside efficiency and optimising 
performance for some overlap of function and modularity; and,

• Awareness of thresholds (the points at which feedback changes lead 
to system wide change).

Transformability The potential to navigate a shift to a whole new system of natural 
resource use and management when the existing system becomes 
untenable. Transformability captures the need in adaptive governance 
to be ready to shift to a whole new system if and when the existing one 
becomes untenable as may be forced upon us through climate change 
and climate variability.
Transformability in NRM organisations would be characterised by:
• The assessment of capability to recognise when existing systems of 

resource use or governance are not tenable even with adaptation 
and careful threshold management;

• The presence of operational shadow networks (ones that work out of 
the mainstream exploring and assessing alternative futures) that can 
quickly offer feasible ways forward;

• Deliberative mechanisms that bring different types of knowledge 
communities and stakeholders to bear on wicked problems;

• Leadership that can recognise and create windows of opportunity 
for change; is willing to tolerate creative improvisation, 
embrace/foster new social structures and build confidence in 
significant change; and,

• The institutional space between scales of governance is ready or 
already populated with strategic collaborations that can coordinate 
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Principle Description Link

the navigation process at multiple scales.

Capability Capability refers to the systems, plans, resources, skills, leadership, 
knowledge and experiences that enable organisations, and the 
individuals who direct, manage and work for them, to effectively deliver 
on their responsibilities.
Effective implementation is influenced by executive skills and leadership; 
skills and competence of staff ~ technical, financial and management; 
availability of training; management systems; knowledge; organisational 
maturity; funding availability and continuity; and succession planning.
Effective business systems are needed to support the successful delivery 
of a governing NRM body’s obligations: these include systems for 
financial management, human resource management, information 
management, project management, as well as NRM planning and 
implementation, the application of appropriate decision-making 
methods and procedures, and associated conflict-resolution 
mechanisms that satisfy the principle of ‘fairness’.
An outcome of implementing such systems and methods should be the 
efficient deployment of resources and the direction of investment 
towards those management actions most likely to satisfy NRM objectives.

The final principle, subsidiarity, is of central significance is deserving of special attention 
particularly since it comes through the literature so strongly yet can easily be lost within the 
breadth of detail provided above.

Marshall (p.30) asserts that the principle of subsidiarity is key to reaping “resilience 
dividends” from adaptive and poly-centric systems of governance.

Subsidiarity is the principle of allocating each governance responsibility to the lowest or 
least centralised level of governance with capacity to exercise it effectively, as well as 
represent all actors with an interest at this level. The powers devolved to subsidiary bodies 
should be commensurate with their responsibilities. Further, higher level governance 
structures are subsidiary to lower-level ones, assuming responsibilities only to the extent 
that lower levels cannot accomplish them alone.

Lockwood et al. (p.10) note an important caveat however ~ that the power to allocate 
rights over common property resources, or to apply sanctions for violation of operational 
rules, should not be assumed by or conferred on bodies that rely exclusively on earned 
legitimacy. It is their view that such powers should be restricted to institutions with legal 
and/or democratically established authorities.

Folke et al. (p.6) expands upon this constraint, noting that these network structures do not 
replace the accountability of existing hierarchical bureaucracies but operate within and 
complement them.

These seemingly paradoxical aspects of the principle of subsidiarity make it one of the 
most important and complex in terms of practical application as part of the Adaptive 
Governance model. The devolution and sharing of authority is inseparable from successful 
collaboration, however the tensions with the authority, accountability and regulatory 
functions of BRG CMA will need very careful consideration.
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Key Processes
Four interacting processes are of central importance for Adaptive Governance of 
complex social-ecological systems (Folke, pp23-24; Cooney and Lang, pp.12-17):

1) Building knowledge and understanding of resource and ecosystem dynamics ~ 
detecting and responding to environmental feedback in a fashion that contributes 
to resilience require ecological knowledge and understanding of ecosystem 
processes and functions. All sources of understanding need to be mobilised, and 
management of complex adaptive systems may benefit from the combination of 
different knowledge systems. Social incentives for ecological knowledge 
generation need to be in place as well as the capacity to monitor and translate 
signals (feedback) from ecosystem dynamics into knowledge that can be used in 
the social system.

This process of learning is perhaps the most defining characteristic of Adaptive 
Governance and its focus on facilitating continuous learning as a necessary part of 
any response to pervasive uncertainty and systemic unpredictability. This reflects 
the premise that a single ‘ snapshot ’ of the world, scientific or otherwise, is 
inadequate to reflect a dynamic and evolving reality and to respond to continually 
changing information and understanding.

Different forms of learning are important (and unpacked in more detail later in this 
report). ‘Simple learning' refers to the acquisition of information, the development 
of new skills, and the building of new competencies. complex learning is a response 
to the fundamental limitations of human cognition. Rather than learning better 
solutions to defined problems, complex learning involves redefining the problem to 
be addressed, and revisiting the question of what constitutes relevant ‘knowledge’ 
about a particular problem.

2) Feed ecological knowledge into adaptive management practices ~ successful 
management is characterised by continuous testing, monitoring, and re-evaluation 
to enhance adaptive responses, acknowledging the inherent uncertainty in 
complex systems. It is increasingly proposed that knowledge generation of 
ecosystem dynamics should be explicitly integrated with adaptive management 
practices rather than striving for optimisation based on past records. This aspect 
emphasises a learning environment that requires leadership and changes of social 
norms within management organisations.

Policy-making in the context of adaptive governance is an iterative process of 
review and revision. Scientific knowledge is not seen as definitive or final, but 
provisional and subject to review in the light of new information and new priorities. 
The smooth functioning of this iterative process depends crucially on the 
development of mechanisms for monitoring the substantive outcomes of policy on 
an ongoing basis. Such monitoring mechanisms should take account of the 
specificity of outcomes both across space and time: the impact of an action or 
intervention will not necessarily be the same in different systems or at different 
points in time. In addition, the outcomes of the monitoring process should routinely 
be fed back into the policy-making or management process, to reassess goals, 
assumptions in models, and policy objectives themselves.

Further, policy interventions have typically been understood as distinct from, and 
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subsequent to, processes of knowledge accumulation and risk analysis. Adaptive 
Governance approaches, on the other hand, understand policy-making as an 
integral part of an ongoing learning process. They emphasise processes of ‘learning 
by doing’ , and treat policy interventions as quasi-experiments. Since surprise and 
unpredictability are expected, unforeseen consequences are treated as valuable 
opportunities for learning. First, it will often be necessary to take action despite a 
high level of uncertainty. Secondly, policy interventions in the context of adaptive 
governance are specifically designed to produce critical information, which may 
help to reduce uncertainty and broaden the base of knowledge and experience. 

This third corollary (avoiding irreversibility) recognises the uncertain, dynamic, and 
evolving character of environmental, social, and economic systems leads to a 
strong emphasis on maintaining the resilience of a system. Given that it is not 
possible precisely to predict what a complex system will do, or precisely to engineer 
the maintenance of a static desired state, one important goal of policy and 
management becomes the maintenance of a system’s resilience, and its ability to 
adapt and evolve. The first requirement of this is to seek to avoid irreversible 
negative environmental states.

Where previous we designed systems to be fail safe, this Adaptive Governance 
approach instead designs interventions which are safe to fail.

3) Supporting flexible institutions and multi-level governance systems ~ the adaptive 
governance framework is operationalised through adaptive co-management 
whereby the dynamic learning characteristic of adaptive management is 
combined with the multilevel linkage characteristic of co-management. The 
sharing of management power and responsibility may involve multiple and often 
poly-centric institutional and organisational linkages among user groups or 
communities, government agencies, and non-governmental organisations, i.e., 
neither centralisation nor decentralisation but cross-level interactions. Adaptive co-
management relies on the collaboration of a diverse set of stakeholders, operating 
at different levels through social networks. This aspect emphasises the role of 
multilevel social networks to generate and transfer knowledge and develop social 
capital as well as legal, political, and financial support to ecosystem management 
initiatives.

The vision for Adaptive Governance as a learning process does not conceive of 
knowledge production as solely or even primarily a technical, expert-driven 
process. Rather, the production of knowledge to be always and inevitably in part a 
social and political process. And we understand science-based decision-making 
necessarily to involve fundamental value choices. To the extent that uncertainty 
results from the necessary incompleteness of any single vision of knowledge, and of 
human cognition generally, adaptive governance approaches therefore 
necessitate a pluralist approach to knowledge. One implication of this is that 
policy-making processes should be open and transparent. In particular, the 
underlying assumptions and judgements implicit in knowledge claims should be 
made transparent, explicit, and open to scrutiny. Furthermore, adaptive 
governance approaches emphasise the importance of open forums for discursive 
and communicative interaction – discussion, mutual sharing of information, 
problem-centred negotiation – in the formulation of policy. A second implication is 
the need for broader participation in the production and deployment of 
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knowledge.

4) Dealing with external perturbations, uncertainty and surprise ~ it is not sufficient for a 
well-functioning multilevel governance system to be in tune with the dynamics of 
the ecosystems under management. It also needs to develop capacity for dealing 
with changes in climate, disease outbreaks, extreme weather events, global market 
demands, subsidies, and governmental policies. The challenge for the social-
ecological system is to accept uncertainty, be prepared for change and surprise, 
and enhance the adaptive capacity to deal with disturbance. Non-resilient social-
ecological systems are vulnerable to external change, whereas a resilient system 
may even make use of disturbances as opportunities to transform into more desired 
states.

This iterative and inter-connected quality of Adaptive Governance processes is depicted 
in the below diagram:

Dietz and Ostrom's work on 'managing commons' identifies similar key processes as being: 
providing information about system functioning and monitoring resource stocks and 
resource users; dealing with conflict; inducing rule compliance; and, providing 
infrastructure for collective effort.

The area of rule compliance warrants special attention as its application with Adaptive 
Governance is a relatively new frontier with voluntary approaches only just beginning to 
receive careful scientific attention. Tentative conclusions emphasise conditions of firms 
and industries that predispose some of them to “beyond-compliance” environmental 
policies, the value of negotiated approaches to voluntary agreements, the need for low-
cost monitoring, and the importance of command and control as a back-up, especially if 
success requires that everyone comply.

The field of social change brings a more plain-English variation on the key processes for 
collective impact. These are not as sophisticated in their detail as those outlined above, 
however are useful to translate similar concepts into five easy to understand conditions.
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Risks
The relatively newness of adaptive governance, and the relatively undeveloped 
evidence base for different adaptive governance systems, is a constraint to be 
considered. The capacities of individual actors or institutionalised relationships among 
them are not straightforward to assess. Although there are methods available, most 
governance attributes have not been systematically assessed in the same places in which 
social-ecological relationships are studied. Hence, the understanding of, for example, 
what makes participation and deliberation effective remains rudimentary (Lebel et al. 
P14).

Beyond this, the most frequently identified risk in literature on adaptive governance is the 
“subsidiarity paradox”. The principle of subsidiarity is that responsibility for particularly 
landscape functions are best devolved to the lowest or least centralised part of the 
system which is capable of that responsibility. Its greatest expression is the idea of a self-
organising system described earlier in this paper, and by contrast a distinct move away 
from command-control governance.

However there are significant risks and constraints on this devolution of responsibility: 
vested interests which obstruct subsidiarity to protect their legitimacy, power, autonomy, 
status, funding, remuneration and survival; and, distrust of recognising communities and 
other civil groups as competent to be anything more than ‘providers’ of services tightly 
pre-specified from the top down (Marshall, p.30). A review of adaptive management of 
riparian ecosystems found a key reason for failure lied with management stakeholders' 
self-interest, seeing adaptive-policy development as a threat to existing research 
programs and management regimes, rather than as an opportunity for improvement 
(Folke & ors, p.7).
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Some researchers argue that adaptive governance presents a classic collective action 
problem. That is, networks allow individuals to make mutually beneficial exchanges, which 
would otherwise not take place, however if the incentives and rewards for individual effort 
accrue to all participants in the network regardless of cost or effort, individual 
organisations lack the incentive to participate due to free rider-ship problems (Heuer, p.6).

Further, in a distributed system of environmental governance, there is the risk that 
responsibilities will be allocated to lower tiers without commensurate resources so that the 
capacity of governance bodies to deliver effective outcomes is compromised by 
insufficient financial autonomy and flexibility. Where public good outcomes are involved, 
central governments have a role to play in ensuring substantial, long-term investment in 
addition to resources that the private sector may contribute (Lockwood et al, p.14).

The other constraint on subsidiarity is the necessity for accountability to be devolved 
together with responsibility, otherwise there is a gravitational pull of responsibility back to 
the command-control if they need to uphold accountability anyway. There is evidence 
which suggests that accountability tends to be an upwards directed process (to national, 
state and territory governments) with limited accountability downward to local and 
regional communities or laterally to partners. Such vertical accountability can undermine 
partnerships and devolution of responsibility.

When combined these risks, barriers and constraints create a paradox in that the 
importance of subsidiarity is strikingly undermined by the risks that come with it. However 
without subsidiarity adaptive governance is rendered back to a command-control state.
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Rathwell & Peterson (p.12) identify another paradox: that diversity in social-ecological 
landscapes builds resilience however complicates governance and management. This 
creates a risk of a tendency for easy-of-management over changes and practices which 
are required for the health of the catchment.

Scholz & Stiftel (pp.7-10) identify five further challenges to adaptive governance:

 1. Decision Process Design

 a) Eliciting clear understanding of stakeholder and participant interests;

 b) Translating interests into compatible options;

 c) Clarifying relevant consequences of options; and,

 d) Developing processes to reach consensus.

 2. Representation

 a) Including all affected interests; and,

 b) Developing and ensuring effective representation.

 3. Scientific Learning

 a) Incorporating existing knowledge in developing options;

 b) Plan implementation processes to test scientific assumptions;

 c) Develop specific research and monitoring program for future options 
development; and,

 d) Consider social basis of science as a process, not as a static body of 
knowledge.

 4. Public Learning

 a) Translating science into public understanding to: convince users to comply with 
new rules; convince stakeholders to maintain support for consensual agreement 
when further adaptation is required; convince public managers, political 
authorities and broader public to support legitimacy of agreements and 
provide resources

 5. Problem Responsiveness

 a) Human and natural systems in equilibrium requires: natural system capable of 
supporting user demands; and, rules accommodate expected natural 
variations in both systems; and,

 b) Improvement in efficiency and equity over status quo.

And lastly, while resilience is generally considered to be a positive virtue it can also be 
negative (Buckely, p.1), where there are resilient systems (such as unsustainable land 
practices) which are dysfunctional and counter-productive to the change which is 
needed.
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Specialised Niche
Historically, environmental problems have been framed as technical and administrative 
challenges devoid of politics. People need to be informed and persuaded about the right 
and wrong uses of ecosystems, and penalised if they do not follow the right practice. With 
good information and technical skills, the future can be blueprinted.

Over the past few decades, this view of the world has been challenged again and again 
by practical experience. It is now being recognised that some of this earlier confidence 
was misplaced and that key elements of our understanding of how regional social-
ecological systems evolve were wrong. Uncertainties and non-linearities often arise from 
both complex internal feedbacks and from interactions with structures and processes 
operating at other scales. Expert knowledge is incomplete and biased, and participation 
does not always make things better (Lebel et al., pp.1-2).

While government may be the dominant player in one setting, the market or civil society 
may be in others. In most cases, however, each will benefit substantially from support by 
the others (Marshall, p.29).

Most environmental challenges are ‘wicked problems’ for which novel policy and 
institutional responses must be fashioned. Emergence of this class of policy challenge is 
characterised by complexity and contestation originating from multiple problem causes, 
divergent problem perspectives and solution strategies, and fragmented institutional 
settings (Lockwood et al, p.4).

Adaptive Governance models have been developed and designed for this very complex 
context (multi-scale, multi-faceted, multi-stakeholder, multi-problem, multi-solution). This is 
their specialist niche within the wider realm of governance at large.

[Adaptive]  governance may facilitate learning and adaptation in 
complex  social-ecological  circumstances.  Such  arrangements 
should  connect  community-based  management  with 
regional/national  government-level  management,  link  scientific 
management and traditional management systems, encourage the 
sharing of knowledge and information, and promote collaboration 
and dialogue around goals and outcomes. Governance innovations 
of  this  type  can  thus  build  capacity  to  adapt  to  change  and 
manage for resilience (Armitage, p.1).

Adaptive Governance then is more like a system, defined as sets of rules or codes of 
conduct defining social practices) that specialises in making collective choices on matters 
of common concern to the members of a distinct social group (Heuer, p.8).

The multi-scaled and multi-stakeholder nature of catchment management are each 
further clarified and depicted in the following table and illustration.

Page 26 of 98



Adaptive Governance Research Findings

To paraphrase the International Institute for Sustainable Development, governing such 
dynamic, multi-stakeholder, multi-policy matters cannot be charted in advance, but 
rather  must be navigated through process of learning and adaptation. Navigating such a 
journey requires new approaches to public management, policy-making and natural 
resources management—approaches that embrace the inherent uncertainty and 
complexity of our inter-related economic, social and environmental systems.

An adaptive approach to governance recognises the role of the human dimension in 
shaping ecosystem processes and dynamics. Also, the human dimension reflects 
properties of complex adaptive systems, such as a diverse set of institutions and 
behaviours, local interactions between actors, and selective processes, that shape future 
social structures and dynamics (Folke & ors, p.3).
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The below table summarises the broad conditions for where Adaptive compared with 
centralised governance is fit-for-purpose. For BRG CMA, the most aligned conditions are: 
the dynamic nature of the catchment as a social-ecological system (in flux); the 
emergent nature of achieving the desired system state (no master plan); and the range of 
contributors required through a set of mostly voluntary (loosely connected) arrangements.

By contrast, the social-ecological conditions which best fit with a centralised (unitary) 
governance model are characterised as crisis driven (homogeneous task) where action is 
required by all (most) parties along a near singular pathway (defined master plan) with 
(very) short decision time frames.
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Evidence Base
Ostrom and Dietz have analysed hundreds of cooperative models for management of 
common property resources and found that most, but not all, participants choose to 
cooperate with each other, especially when they can communicate and make joint 
decisions. This provides important evidence of the efficacy of cooperative models, such as 
Adaptive Governance, and sits in contrast to a still commonly held world view of the 
'Tragedy of the Commons'.

Evidence has been identified for key Adaptive Governance propositions (Lebel et al, 
p.14):

1) In exploring, debating, and deciding what to do, diverse participation, open 
communication, and deliberation are important because they help build the trust 
and shared understanding among diverse stakeholders needed to mobilise 
resources and people and to foster self-organisation;

2) In monitoring, using, and managing natural resource systems, the flexibility provided 
by poly-centric and multi-layered systems of governance can create opportunities 
for learning and decision making in places and scales that match social and 
ecological contexts much more closely than is possible in monolithic arrangements; 
and,

3) Accountable authorities who also pursue social justice by helping to secure the 
livelihoods of the most vulnerable groups enhance the capacity of society to 
manage resilience.

However, Adaptive Governance remains a relatively new area of theory and even newer 
area of practice. In practice, such models of commons governance that explicitly and 
convincingly embody linking and learning modalities are scarce (Armitage, p.5). While 
there is little doubt that systematic participation can contribute to deliver effective, 
legitimate and efficient environmental policies in a multi-level context, there remains a 
need to better understand which contexts and which factors have made successful and 
best practice cases so good in order to successfully learn from them (Newig et al).

More specifically, there remains a key question requiring further research in regard to the 
role of science in the adaptive governance process, which can often be highly uncertain 
and often politicised (Heikkila, p.3).

More recent research has focused upon case studies exploring the implementation and 
progressive development of adaptive management arrangements for specific 
geographic areas or natural resources. These studies have found both that the practice of 
adaptive management has not been as clean or ‘scientific’ as was envisaged at the 
outset, but also that the messiness and unplanned incrementalism of real world resource 
management has some advantages over the original ideal (Hatfield et al, p.2).

The various Case Studies presented throughout this report provide a practical evidence 
base for different processes and parts of Adaptive Governance models which have been 
applied.

It is important to remain clear however that this Adaptive Governance is an emergent 
field of endeavour as applied to dynamic social-ecological systems. A greater evidence 
base is required, and probably always will be.
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Comparison with other Governance Models
As depicted at the beginning of this section, Adaptive Governance models incorporate  
concepts from a range of governance models, sitting between two polar alternatives: the 
centralised expert management (Control & Command) and the romantic view that pre-
industrial societies naturally lived in balance with nature (Self-Organising) (Hatfield-Dodds 
et al, p.7).

This is an important distinction, noting that Adaptive Governance involves a degree of 
devolved resource management, however not entirely decentralised or entrusted to non-
experts.

The above table (previous page) compares and contrasts these three broad governance 
modalities: centralised, adaptive and self-organising.

This distinction is reinforced by Olsson in finding that adaptive governance provides a 
balance between decentralised and centralised control, utilising poly-centric 
arrangements that are nested, quasi-autonomous decision-making units operating at 
multiple scales spanning from local to higher organisational levels.
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Command & Control
In short, a command-control regime is not compatible with an active involvement of 
stakeholders in the design of policies and management plans (Pahl-Wostl, p.2). Rather, 
such centralised-expert driven governance work best for engineering problems and tightly 
controlled systems (such as the factory productions lines this approach was originally 
developed for) (Hatfield et al, p.8).

The defining features of Command-Control Governance include (Nelson et al, pp2-3):

Top down, expert-drive, centralised institutional arrangements;

Science being the preferred or, in the extreme, only acceptable source of 
knowledge, and in turn risks displacing other important sources of knowledge, 
particularly those that are local and informal; and,

Sees the need for objective external experts to intervene to free uncooperative 
and poorly informed local resource users from a cycle of exploitation that threatens 
sustainable resource use.

Key limitations of Command-Control Governance include:

The backward looking nature of empirical inference also reduces its ability to 
handle new and unexpected future conditions; and,

Contrary to the intention, over reliance on reductionist science can shift the burden 
of complexity and uncertainty in natural resource policy from scientists to policy 
makers. A high degree of clarity needs to be predetermined in policy goals in order 
for scientists to select systems components for study and to apply narrowly 
disciplinary methods for understanding specific causal relationships within individual 
system components.
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By contrast, Decentralisation Governance is where responsibility and authority are 
transferred from central to local tiers of governance.

Adaptive Governance recognises the complementary role that governments and local 
communities play in natural resource management, and the value of integrating local 
knowledge into more formal scientific understanding of natural resource systems.

Government authorities have a continued and important role to play in addressing issues 
of equity, local tyranny and discrimination that may arise from historical conflict or power 
imbalances.

Policy Needs Command-Control Adaptive

Structures and processes for 
determining policy 
objectives

Top down design of global and 
unchanging scientific targets 
by scientific experts in 
consultation with policy 
advisers for components of the 
system that are measurable 
using reductionist scientific 
methodologies.

Evolving and locally context-
specific balancing and integration 
of alternative interests through 
participatory engagement 
between governments and 
communities facilitated by the 
integration of local and scientific 
knowledge.

Structures and processes for 
implementing policy

Pre-determined scientific 
targets are met through the 
simple analytical task of 
realigning the incentives of 
resource users.

A continual experiment 
proceeding via trial and error, 
replicated locally for faster 
learning, that rapidly evolves 
solutions in response to conflicting 
goals, knowledge gaps, and 
continuous change in social, 
economic and environmental 
conditions.

Analytical data, modelling 
and reporting systems used 
to support the development 
and implementation of 
policy

Reductionist science is the only 
acceptable form of knowledge 
and policy goals are 
conformed to the limitations of 
scientific methods.

The integration of scientific and 
local knowledge facilitates 
participatory engagement 
between governments and 
communities in an evolutionary 
process of policy design and 
implementation.

Public Participation
Public Participation refers to collaboration between governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders (Huitema et al, p.5) who identify benefits as including:

Improved quality of decision making by opening up the decision-making process 
and making better use of the information and creativity that is available in society;

Improved public understanding of the issues at stake through more transparent 
decision-making;

Stimulate of different government bodies involved to coordinate their actions more 
in order to provide serious follow-up
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Reduced litigation would take place; and,

Smoother implementation of decisions.

By contrast, it can be observed that when stakeholders are not fully involved in framing, 
analysing, generating, and implementing solutions to complex public problems, they can 
often seek other ways of articulating and meeting their interests, hampering the decision-
making process.

A common limitation on the effectiveness of such approaches is a lack of clarity about 
the role of stakeholder participation. This can be destroy any motivation to participate. So 
to the political and institutional barriers such as weak capacity for facilitating participatory 
processes, heavy reliance upon technical expertise and unwillingness to change or share 
power.

Poly-Centric
Poly-Centric Governance systems are defined by political authority being shared between 
separately constituted bodies with overlapping jurisdictions that do not stand in 
hierarchical relationship to each other (Huitema et al, p.3). This creates multiple centres of 
authority across multiple vertical and horizontal scales. In all but the simplest of 
governance systems this is the case. Even in the past when state-centric models of 
government dominated, governance never was completely mono-centric.

They are complex and modular systems where differently sized governance units with 
different purpose, organisation and spatial location can interact to form together a largely 
self-organised governance regime. Poly-Centric governance systems are characterised 
by many degrees of freedom at different levels. Multi-level governance in poly-centric 
systems implies that decision making authority is distributed in a nested hierarchy and does 
not reside at one single level, neither top (only highest level government enforcing 
decisions), nor medium (only states/provinces enforce decisions beneficial for their region 
without considering others), nor individuals with complete freedom to act or being 
connected in a market structure only.

The modularity and ability to fit with a complex, cross and multi-scale context points to the 
commonality of Poly-Centric and Adaptive Governance models in their higher ability to 
adapt to a changing environment and to be less affected in their integrity by sudden 
changes or failure in parts of the system.

As such, they are more resilient and better able to cope with change and uncertainty. The 
reasons for this are, first, that issues with different geographical scopes can be managed 
at different scales. Secondly, the degrees of overlap and redundancy makes them less 
vulnerable: if one unit fails, others may take over their functions. And the large number of 
units makes it possible to experiment with new approaches so that the units can have the 
opportunity to learn from each other. The self-reliance of each component enables the 
overall system to keep performing when some components ‘go off the rails’ (Marshall, 
p.30).

Advantages of Poly-Centric Governance include:

Greater opportunities for understanding and for servicing needs in spatially 
heterogeneous contexts;
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Reduced costs for rule enforcement by strengthening their local legitimacy and by 
making it easier to craft rules than can be monitored affordably;

Enabling multiple units to experiment with rules simultaneously, thereby reducing 
the probability of failure for an entire region;

Inherent redundancy and resilience as when small systems fail, there are larger 
systems to call upon, and vice versa;

Moderating vertical interplay of institutions;

Disadvantages can include:

Potential for inefficient overlapping of coordination and administration 
responsibilities;

Blurring of accountability in terms of individual authorities being able to provide 
information and explain decisions and actions or inactions and whether they can 
be sanctioned when those answers are unsatisfactory;

Economies of scale may be lost, especially if the basic units in the system are very 
small;

Collective decision making can be difficult because of the need to accommodate 
the complexity of multi-scale 
and multi-stakeholder 
requirements;

Improved coordination can 
come with high costs ~ 
consultations, reaching 
agreement, and enforcing such 
agreements.Research 
attempting to link poly-centricity 
with the performance of 
institutions is rare and plagued 
with difficulties. An effort to 
analyse the effectiveness of 
integrated catchment 
management programs with 
different institutional set-ups in 
the Australian states also ran into 
problems as monir656toring 
systems were essentially geared 
toward activities (outputs), rather 
than outcomes in terms of 
sustainability (Bellamy et al).

Integrated
Different models and varying degrees 
of integrated governance and service 
are possible (as described right), with 
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two broad poles of difference:

Bottom-up Integration, which seeks to pool grass-roots resources to meet local 
need. Potential barriers can be concern over turf loss (for example, competitive 
tendering does not encourage cooperation), reliance on champions, failure to 
formalise partnerships and lack of funding for integration or evaluation. Enabling 
factors include a common vision, commitment to partnership and honouring 
agency expertise, knowledge and resource sharing and a ‘whatever it takes’ 
philosophy in addressing the challenges faced by clients;

Top-down Integration where barriers can include time-limited funding, withdrawal 
of government interest over time, lack of funding for the integration process, 
differing agency philosophies, lack of clearly defined roles and difficulty assisting 
hard-to-reach groups. Enabling factors can include early community consultation, 
establishing a shared vision and communicating the strategic and operational 
model, vertical and horizontal 
engagement (e.g. spanning 
government departments and 
community organisations, and 
tasks from policy and finance to 
local participation and needs 
assessments), ‘soft entry’ programs 
(e.g. social/recreational activities) 
and built-in evaluation.

The coordination and collaboration 
governance models are the most 
common. The core function of this 
governance approach is to enhance 
outcomes through alignment of effort 
across multiple agencies and 
stakeholders. This is achieved through a 
range of mechanisms such as 
participatory planning, common 
professional development, shared 
resources and formalised through 
collaboration agreements, shared 
research and evaluation. Effective 
leadership and governance of this 
governance system particularly requires 
an action and performance-oriented mix 
of know-how, expertise and reach 
throughout the network of services.

Fully Integrated Governance models 
incorporate elements of the above 
however are particularly distinguished by 
the fact that resources are aggregated 
and invested on a place-wide or issue-
wide basis through a single governance 
structure which often brings together all 
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Every Child Matters, UK

Represents one of the most advanced 
examples of Integrated Governance.

Local Children‘s Trusts have been formed to 
constitute an inter-agency governance 
arrangement with decision making power 
that can determine how government based 
services like hospitals and health services, 
education facilities, police and housing 
agencies, voluntary groups and non-
government service agencies work together 
to coordinate their approach to service 
delivery so that the integrated model of 
service delivery is tailored to meet local 
needs.

Within this structure there is also a Local 
Safeguarding Children Board to ensure the 
needs of the most vulnerable children and 
strategies to tackle disadvantage are 
included in the integrated service model.

Extended Schools are utilised to enable ready 
access to services for young people and 
families with a range of activities and services 
that can be accessed from within school sites 
and extending the hours that the community 
can access these services and other school 
facilities.

Investment and resources are aggregated 
from government, business, philanthropic and 
community.

Text 2: Case Study ~ Every Child Matters, UK
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tiers of government with business, philanthropic and wider community stakeholders.

Place-Based
The overarching idea in Place-Based Governance is creating good places for people to 
live, work, and participate in community. This too is characterised by the move from 
government to governance. Governance processes find ways to leverage diverse ideas, 
coordinate collective resources, use new tools and techniques to inspire and steer 
decision making. Rather than acting alone or resorting to jurisdictional claims, 
governments work with one another and through civil society partnerships for joint 
problem-solving.

A comparison and contrast of the system of governance with government is described in 
the following table.

There are four key domains of Place-Based Governance:

1) Tapping Local Knowledge by bridging outdated divides between experts, citizens, 
and community-based organisations;

2) Governing through Collaboration and relations among government, civil society, 
and the economy, and across the different branches and levels of the state, taking 
horizontal and vertical forms;

3) Finding the Right Policy Mix by recognising the potential risks inherent in the place 
focus if conceived too narrowly, or in isolation from broader policies; and,

4) Recognising Local Government as attuned to community needs and priorities, 
access points for citizen input, and to convene local actors for policy collaboration.
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Enabling factors for Place-Based Governance include:

Commitment or willingness to be involved;

Understanding roles and responsibilities;

Having common aims and objectives;

Effective communication and information sharing;

Strong leadership and a multi-agency steering or management group;

Understanding the culture of collaborating agencies;

Providing adequate resources for collaboration and participatory planning 
processes involving the relevant staff and agencies;

Sharing and access to funding and resources;

Joint training and team building; and,

Appropriate support and supervision for staff.

By contrast, the barriers include:

Top-down decision making;

Too many players and initiatives;

Lack of clarity regarding roles and responsibilities;

Differences in organisational aims, lack of consensus on aims or overambitious aims;

Lack of commitment and support from senior management;

Poor communication and information sharing;

Inadequate resources and lack of joint budgets;

Lack of ongoing training;

Lack of leadership;

Lack of time for joint working and training;

Negative professional stereotypes and lack of trust and understanding between 
individuals and agencies;

Constant reorganisation, frequent staff turnover or lack of qualified staff;

Financial uncertainties; and,

Different professional ideologies and agency cultures.
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Network
Network Governance models are at the cutting edge of governance theory (more than 
practice) and similar to the field of Adaptive Governance in this regard. This is important to 
recognise as both action-research and action-learning are key to any successful 
implementation.

A key principle of Network Governance is creating an environment for multi-partner 
collaboration through shared leadership, responsibility and action. It utilises distributed 
decision-making with only the essential (lightweight) agreements at the centre to ensure 
effective coordination and accountability.

By working in this way, Network Governance models complement and enhance the 
capacity of the various participating stakeholders, organisations, government bodies, 
businesses and community.

Importantly, this approach is also consistent with, and does not compromise, existing 
stakeholder governance arrangements and autonomy ~ by providing options and 
opportunities, rather than obligations or constrictions. Each partner is supported, given a 
healthy challenge even, to integrate with, and implement, the collective vision and 
strategies. All the while though formal responsibility and decision making remains in the 
domain of their own governance structures and processes.

One of the most advanced forms of Network Governance is the Constellation Model of 
Collaborative Governance, which emerged out of the necessity to support the Canadian 
Partnership for Children's Health and Environment (CPCHE) ~ a cross sectoral, multi-
organisational partnership. It is a complexity-inspired framework designed to 'hold' 
collaborations within dynamic systems, without the need for creating a new organisation, 
balancing chaos and order, energy and structure, the governance model supports multi-
organisation partnerships and networks within complex and dynamic systems.

The particular advantages of Network Governance include:

Leadership being valued within a broader context of collaboration. The model 
privileges the ‘initiative taker’. All types of leadership are valuable in this model, as 
long as the leadership is consistent with the larger vision and goals of the group;

Organisations preserve their autonomy while carrying out the group's shared goals;

Groups work together to reduce duplication of efforts and competition for funding 
by working together and coordinating resource and funding procurement 
strategies;

Building upon what is already happening and what is working well;

Strength in unity created through collaborative work on the key focus areas and 
strategic initiatives, which can be very attractive to funding bodies and partners;

Self- interest is harnessed, valued and balanced with common interest or 
converging interests and the needs of the greater community. In fact, 'coordinated 
mutual self- interest' is seen as the best way to secure resources and goals;

Enhanced impact and outcomes by leveraging the resources and capabilities of 
multiple stakeholders towards common priorities and objectives;
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Collaborative and participatory processes become learning environments where 
understanding and ideas are shared and developed together, gaining from each 
others' experience;

Leadership and workload are balanced, shared and aligned with the particularly 
issue area and partners' core competencies;

Work is action focused as the model flexibly responds to the energy of the network 
and emergent opportunities;

Order, systems and accountability are balanced with opportunity, emergence and 
entrepreneurship;

Greater visibility, recognition and awareness raising through the substantial profile 
afforded by the web portal, public events, communication strategy and 
communal branding; and,

By working together access to new processes, tools and information is gained.

The below table compares and contrasts Network-Governance “collective” impact and 
approaches with “isolated” or Command and Control Governance impacts. While written 
from the perspective of civil society there are parallels for BRG CMA.

Page 39 of 98

Illustration 16: Network Governance ~ Collective vs Isolated Impact (Hanleybrown et al, p.3)
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Adaptive Governance Practices

Dual Governance Roles
Which governance processes are the most important in leading to 

more or less resilient outcomes on the ground?

With an Adaptive Governance model the BRG CMA has a dual governance role: internal 
for itself as an organisation and external for the wider system of stakeholders (depicted 
and contrasted below):

1) Internally, BRG CMA continues to require governance for its own accountability as it 
always has, however an adaptive approach is now applied; and,

2) Externally, rather than being seen as the only decision making body, BRG CMA 
becomes a coordinating body at the regional scale as well as being one of the key 
decision makers in a multi-scale nested system (Griffith, p.12). This distinction of BRG 
CMAs role as facilitator or a system of adaptive governance is also recognised in 
Cooney & Lang (p.17).

Backbone Organising
Hanleybrown et al. (pp. 5-6) have coined the term “Backbone Organising” for this new 
form of governance role for BRG CMA ~ to becoming a framework-setter, co-funder and 
facilitator. In this sense governance of the wider social-ecological system is managed 
through a strategic framework of cooperation rather than primarily through regulatory 
and legal mandate (Bellamy, p.107).

This form of organising requires staff with a very specific set of skills to serve as the 
backbone for the entire system and the successful implementation of the CAP. Such 
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large-scale coordination takes time and resources. Too often, the expectation that 
collaboration can occur without a supporting infrastructure is one of the most frequent 
reasons why it fails.

Six essential functions have been identified for this purpose:

1) Providing overall strategic direction;

2) Facilitating dialogue between partners;

3) Managing data collection and analysis;

4) Handling communications;

5) Coordinating community outreach, and;

6) Mobilising funding and resources.

Sufficient and aligned resources are critical and requires a fundamental shift in the 
mindset of many funders who are used to receiving credit for supporting specific short-
term interventions. Adaptive Governance offers no silver bullets. Rather, it works through 
many gradual improvements over time as stakeholders learn for themselves how to 
become more aligned and effective. Funders must be willing to support an open-ended 
process over many years, satisfied in knowing that they are contributing to large scale and 
sustainable impact, without being able to take credit for any specific result that is directly 
attributable to their funding. Worse, backbone organisations are sometimes seen as the 
kind of overhead that funders so assiduously avoid. Yet effective backbone organisations 
provide extraordinary leverage. A backbone’s funding is typically less than 1 percent of 
the total budgets of the organisations it coordinates, and it can dramatically increase the 
effectiveness of the other 99 percent of expenditures. Backbone organisations can also 
attract new funds.

Even the best backbone organisation, however, cannot single-handedly manage the 
work of the hundreds of stakeholders engaged in such a dynamic and large-scale 
collective approach. A range of mechanisms to enable and link collaboration are 
required across the many levels, scales and initiatives.

The below table details a range of different forms of Backbone Organisation. BRG CMA is 
most similar to a composite of the 'funder-based' and 'government' forms, bringing the 
public sector 'seal of approval' and the 'ability to secure funding and recurring resources' 
as well as 'leverage other funders'.
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Building Knowledge & Understanding
There are also two domains of focus building knowledge and understanding ~ internal 
within the 'backbone organisation' for its role and own governance and externally to 
enable capacity in the wider social-ecological system of stakeholders and partners.

Common capabilities for both include:

Adaptive Governance;

Resilience systems thinking;

Whole of Government and Whole of Community approaches;

Quality Systems;

Agreement Negotiation; and,

Conflict-resolution.

Professional Development
Within the backbone organisation Professional Learning and Development Program is 
required to enable the common capabilities (above) as well as those required for its role 
as the Backbone Organisation.
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Strong adaptive leadership skills are needed, 
particularly the ability to mobilise people 
without imposing a predetermined agenda or 
taking credit for success. This requires a 
delicate balance between the strong 
leadership needed to keep all parties together 
and the invisible “behind the scenes” role that 
lets the other stakeholders own the initiative’s 
success.

Ison identifies the following skills and 
capabilities for effective leadership of an 
adaptive governance regime:

Problem framing and boundary setting;

Generating fresh thinking on intractable 
problems;

Working across organisational and 
disciplinary boundaries

Making effective decisions in situations 
with high levels of uncertainty;

Tolerating rapid change in the way 
problems are defined; and,

Engaging stakeholders as joint decision-makers (not just providers or recipients of 
services).

It is proposed that a Triple-Loop learning is applied (detailed below).

Social Learning
A similar process of “social learning” is required for stakeholders and partners in the 
external environment. This process is depicted in the diagram on the following page.

The social learning process mirrors that internal professional learning and development 
required for BRG CMA, working to enable the same core capacities for adaptive 
governance and leadership, resilience systems thinking, working with multiple partners and 
stakeholders (whole of government and whole of community) and conflict-resolution.

Again, it is proposed that a Triple-Loop learning model is applied.
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Adaptive Leadership

Kotter defines adaptive 
(transformational) leadership as “ ... a 
process to establish direction, align 
people, motivate and inspire—with the 
ultimate goal of producing movement 
or change” (Olsson et al, p.14).

In this way, leadership is better 
understood as an emergent result from 
the interactions of individuals, context, 
learning and development rather than 
as the position description or personality 
trait of an individual (Ison).

Heuer (p.3) builds on these qualities to 
specify capabilities for institutional 
entrepreneurship to create institutional 
change through mobilising resources, 
legitimating new practices and forging 
new relationships.

Text 3: Adaptive Leadership
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Common Knowledge Base
A common knowledge base can be developed to support both the internal and external 
learning with the following components:

Library of resources (research papers, journals, books, texts, documentaries);

Case studies and stories of change (video, audio, narrative);

Common language (glossary of terms, acronyms, dictionary);

Shared history, describing the major changes of the catchment over time; and,

Communication systems to enable sharing of information, news and updates.

Triple-Loop Learning (Pahl-Wostl)
Single-loop learning refers to an incremental improvement of action strategies without 
questioning the underlying assumptions. Double-loop learning refers to a revisiting of 
assumptions (e.g. about cause–effect relationships) within a value-normative framework. 
In triple-loop learning one starts to reconsider underlying values and beliefs, world views, if 
assumptions within a world view do not hold anymore.

In single-loop learning actors question if they do things right. In double-loop learning they 
start to reflect if they do the right things. In triple-loop learning they call into question if 
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rightness buttressed by mightiness and/or mightiness buttressed by rightness.

Single-loop learning refers to a refinement of actions to improve performance without 
changing guiding assumptions and calling into question established routines. Incremental 
changes in established practice and action aim at improving the achievement of goals. 
This phase might also include a first improvement of the capacity to make and implement 
collective decisions. In the development of climate change adaptation policies actors 
may request for example an improvement of regional climate change models in order to 
know how much to increase the height of dikes or the size of reservoirs.

Double-loop learning refers to a change in the frame of reference and the calling into 
question of guiding assumptions. Re-framing implies a reflection on goals and problem 
framing (priorities, include new aspects, change boundaries of system analysis) and 
assumptions how goals can be achieved. Social learning processes are essential. Actors 
explore the full space of re-framing within structural constraints. This might lead to changes 
in the actor network characterising the resource governance regime. 

Improvement is achieved by experimenting with innovative approaches and new kinds of 
measures. In dealing with climate change in flood management for example this might 
imply that one takes into account the relocation of dikes, retention areas and restoration 
of floodplains rather than simply increasing the height of dikes. However, a widespread 
implementation of innovative approaches might be hindered by structural constraints of 
the context which stabilises the dominant frames.

Triple-loop learning refers to a transformation of the structural context and factors that 
determine the frame of reference. This kind of societal learning refers to transitions of the 
whole regime (e.g. change in regulatory frameworks, practices in risk management, 
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dominant value structure). Transforming requires recognition that paradigms and structural 
constraints impede an effective re-framing of resource governance and management 
practices.

Learning processes involve actors that go far beyond the established resource 
governance regime. Transformation implies a change in paradigm and in the end also in 
underlying norms and values. The structural change will lead to a transition of actor 
networks where new actor groups come into play, boundaries and power structures are 
changed, new regulatory frameworks are introduced. In dealing with climate change in 
flood management this could imply a shift towards integrated landscape planning and 
robust action rather than optimal adaptation strategies. This might include adopting 
systemic indicators as strategic goals such as an increase in the resilience and adaptive 
capacity of the system.

Since higher levels of learning are associated with higher costs it is plausible to expect a 
succession where the next higher level is entered only when constraints at a lower level 
are encountered.

Lastly, the following conditions are a set of criteria to identify when a process qualifies to 
be called a ‘‘learning cycle’’ to support double and triple-loop learning:

1) It must be an at least partially informal network of actors with regular meetings. 
Informal implies that rules for the group (boundaries—who is involved and what is 
included in the analysis open; leadership is allowed to emerge; rules how the group 
operates are negotiable, etc.) are not formally prescribed and that the mandate is 
open and the results not immediately formally binding;

2) It is an issue specific network and activities ~ formed to deal with a specific problem 
and is open and willing to explicitly experiment with a range of alternatives 
approaches; and,
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3) The network qualifies as a community of practice with joint and shared practices 
and tangible products. This way it develops an identity, history and a body of 
shared knowledge which goes beyond individuals participating in it.
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Illustration 22: Changes in governance regimes expected for single, double and triple-loop  
learning (Pahl-Wostl, p.7)
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Decision-Making
The principal reason for enhancing stakeholder participation in decision-making is to 
enhance the effectiveness of that decision-making or alternatively address some 
deficiency.

The benefit and principle of participatory decision-making is embedded within both 
realms of resilience systems thinking and adaptive governance. Both identify the short-
coming of scientific and/or authoritative decision-making only by being unable to 
integrate the various political and social dynamics which significantly affect the extent 
and integrity with which any decision can be actually implemented in practice.

Whether or not participatory decision-making addresses these requirements is particularly 
dependant upon the quality of the process, the capacity of the participants and the 
degree to which resources are available and aligned to pursue the decisions made.

Further, there are matters to consider in terms of who participates, the process of 
communication and decision-making, and the degree of influence afforded to the 
process.

There is a considerable diversity of participatory decision-making methods and 
innovations, which is unsurprising in light of the complexity of contemporary governance. 
Mechanisms of direct stakeholder participation are not necessarily an alternative to 
prevailing decision-making methods, however are an option for consideration to 
complement and enhance them (Fung, pp 3-4).
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In this light, what is required is to consider the range of feasible participatory mechanisms, 
institutions, capacities and dynamics to determine which can be usefully deployed to 
address the range of pressing governance needs and issues.

Participant Selection
Fung identifies the below spectrum of possible participants for selection in any given 
decision-making process. The best fit will depend upon the purpose and nature of each 
decision-making process as well as the resources available.

The categories described as 'minipublics' refer to more intensive selection processes which 
seek to ensure diversity and representation of different demographics. These processes, 
such as deliberative democracy and citizen juries, can be quite resource intensive.

By contrast, 'public' meetings can be relatively less resource intensive in organising (open 
invitations and promotion) however can be prone to bias and domination by special 
interest groups and may be less welcoming for disadvantaged groups.

Adaptive governance models recognise the need to broaden participation in decision-
making and so utilise the range of techniques from minipublics to public. The best fit of 
process will depend upon the nature of the decisions being made.

Communication & Decision-Making Methods
There is a similar spectrum of options to consider in how information is provided to 
participants and how decisions are made, depicted and summarised below.
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Listen as Spectator ~ particularly in public meetings where most attendees listen and 
do not put forward their own views;

Express Preferences ~ which can be participants being able to speak about their views 
through to more inclusive mechanisms such as all participants putting their views 
forward using post-it notes or digital tools which can compile responses;

Develop Preferences ~ at this point on the spectrum there is greater potential for 
participants to participants to explore, develop, and perhaps change their 
preferences and perspectives. This can be achieved through consideration of different 
decision options, open discussions of prepared information, one-on-one or small-group 
discussions which may or may not be informed by experts, authorities or advocates;

Vote/Bargain ~ in this mode, participants know what they want and the decision-
making process works to aggregate their preferences. This can be done informally, 
such as with voting 'sticky dots' to mark up preferred options through to formally, such 
as secret ballot processes;

Deliberate ~ enabling participants to engage in deliberation supports them to figure 
out what they want individually and as a group. This typically involves background 
information and materials and processes that support exchanging of perspectives, 
experiences, and reasons with one another in order to develop views and the facilitate 
the emergence of agreement and the clarification of persisting disagreements;

Use Technical Expertise ~ the use of subject experts and authorities only in decision-
making, with little or no third-party, stakeholder or public participation.

Adaptive Governance recognises the need for decision-making to be informed by and 
ideally shared with key stakeholders and partners. At other times more public-oriented 
meeting processes may be appropriate. The processes depicted in the middle of the 
above scale most reflect this requirement.
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Understanding Influence, Authority & Power
The third important dimension of design gauges the impact of public participation and 
the central question: How is what participants say linked to what the relevant authorities or 
they themselves do?

The left hand side of this spectrum is the 
least directly influential, though there are 
still benefits in regards to participants and 
decision-makers becoming more 
informed of each others perspectives, 
needs and motivations. The right hand 
side reflects processes where this is a high 
level of alignment of the actions which 
ensue with the decisions made.

Adaptive governance clearly aligns with 
the intent reflected in co-governance, 
partnership and perhaps even direct 
authority for specific decisions. While 
such direct authority is rarely used today, 
the BRG CMA CMA Board itself 
embodies a degree of such broader 
stakeholder and community 
participation in decision-making by way 
of the breadth of Directors appointed.
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Illustration 26: Extent of influence and authority (Jung, p.20)

9/11 Commission

Many participatory mechanisms exert influence upon 
the state or its agents indirectly by altering or mobilising 
public opinion. They do so by reporting to the general 
public the results of their discussions and decisions.

While the 9/11 Commission (officially the National 
Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United 
States) was created by Congress to offer 
recommendations to lawmakers, its principal source of 
influence was arguably the enormous public interest 
and support that the final report generated.

Similarly, the Listening to the City project brought 
together some 4,000 individuals to discuss plans for the 
redevelopment of the World Trade Center site in lower 
Manhattan.

The results of those deliberations received enormous 
attention from local and national media. That attention 
created a degree of communicative pressure that 
compelled public authorities to respond.

Text 4: Case Study ~ 9/11 Commission, Fung p.18
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Fit-for-Purpose
Lastly, Jung identifies (pp 20-21) three key considerations in determining the most 'fit-for-
purpose' combination of participant selection, influence and devolution of decision-
making power:

1) Trust and Legitimacy ~ where trust and legitimacy are high, simpler processes can 
be utilised. By contrast, if building trust and legitimacy of decisions is required, more  
deliberative, well-informed and shared decision-making processes will be useful;

2) Equity and Fairness ~ which considers how well a decision being made incorporates 
the interests of the various parties affected by it, particularly those who are 
structural disadvantaged or excluded or where highly concentrated influencers 
(such as industry bodies) may dominate over more dispersed interests (such as the 
wider community or recreational users);

3) Effectiveness and Integrity ~ even when decisions made are fair and legitimate, 
there is the matter of integrity with regards to being able to implement those 
decisions (necessary information, ingenuity, know-how, resources etc) and 
alignment with the resilience and health of the catchment.

An incredibly large range of decision-making tools and processes are available (Stiftel), 
including:

Deliberative summits

Consensus conferences

Science juries

Study circles

Delphi method

World Cafe

Open space technology

Future search conference

Policy dialogues

Adversarial proceedings

Scenario planning

Appreciative inquiry

Principled negotiation

21st Century Town Meetings

Consensus development panels

Workshops and forums

Participatory budgeting

Collaborative planning

Conflict assessment

Negotiated rulemaking

Joint fact finding

Most significant change technique

Mediated participation

Soft systems methodology

Strategic assumption surfacing and 
testing

Two examples are depicted on the following page to highlight how they are fit-for-
purpose in terms of the participatory decision-making process with the participants and 
decision-making and communication modes.
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Illustration 28: Participatory Budgeting (Fung, p.30)

Illustration 27: Fung, p.24
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Growing Stakeholder Governance
One of the core characteristics of adaptive governance is the incorporation of a 
feedback mechanism, which closely monitors the outcomes of policy and channels the 
lessons learnt back to policy-making venues in an iterative process of learning. This process 
can help to ensure that policies are constantly and flexibly updated as new information is 
brought to light, and as the results of previous policy experiments come to be known.

There is value in facilitating and promoting the incorporation of such feedback 
mechanisms into stakeholder systems of governance (Cooney & Lang, p.22).

More broadly, the integration of similar principles for resilience systems, adaptivity, 
continuous learning and so on can contribute to capability for collaboration.

Bridging Organisations
Bridging Organisations bring 
together and link key stakeholders 
and actors at different levels and 
enable collaboration between 
government, non-governmental, 
business & community with the 
effect of:

Developing effective 
responses to change in 
social-ecological systems;

Linking groups and 
organisations across levels, 
creating the right links, at the 
right time, around the right 
issues;

Mediating connections 
between people or groups who would otherwise have not been connected;

Accessing and combining multiple sources of knowledge and interests; and,

Enhancing vertical and horizontal integration and social learning, enhancing 
coordinated and consistent action between groups and actors who may lack 
resources, mandates, or interest in connecting directly with each other.

It is noted that specific investments have often created or funded bridging organisations 
to support and maintain collaborative networks. Statistical analysis reveals that 
collaborative ties in social networks robustly predict water management activities 
conducted alone or in collaboration. Furthermore, the number of collaborations better 
explained variation in water management activities than the demographic properties of a 
given authority or their views on water quality. While the results do not demonstrate that 
network links cause water management activities, or vice versa, they do show the two are 
found together. (Rathwell & Peterson, pp.1, 10).
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Ecomuseum Kristianstads Vattenrike, Sweden

A trusted bridging organisation and public authority was the outcome rather than the 
driver of public participation and deliberation.

The Kristianstad Water Realm in Sweden was set aside as a reserve in the early 1970s. The 
wetlands, long viewed as worthless swamps, are interspersed within and around human 
settlements in a town with 70,000 inhabitants.

Management initially struggled to halt the degradation of the land and waterscapes in 
the reserve. It took 10–20 yrs to build trust and create a shared vision and sense of 
stewardship with regard to the landscape. A culture of public involvement through issue-
based actor networks that form and disband as issues wax and wane has been 
instrumental in maintaining high responsiveness and flexibility when faced with 
ecological uncertainties and changes.

This capacity was strengthened by the bottom-up emergence of a municipal-level 
boundary organisation, the Ecomuseum Kristianstads Vattenrike. Sven-Erik Magnusson 
played a pivotal role first as a founder and later as Director of the Ecomuseum. Sven-Erik 
started as an assistant and then became curator of the Kristianstad County Museum, 
organising natural history and cultural exhibitions. This started the idea of “outdoor 
museums” by introducing information panels in the landscape at natural and 
archaeological sites. This in turn led to an awareness of the eroding ecological values of 
the wetland and associated cultural practices such as grazing and hay-making. A series 
of assessment and restoration activities followed, bringing together new groups and 
increasing knowledge about local environments.

When Sven-Erik established the Ecomuseum, the focus was on building relationships with 
key individuals, for example, at universities, the Worldwide Fund for Nature, and the 
Tourism Board. Over time, the effective mandate of the organisation expanded into 
managing the catchment of the lower Helgeå River and shifted from being part of the 
County Museum to becoming a part of the municipal organisation.

The Ecomuseum provides an arena for building trust, sense making, learning, vertical 
and/or horizontal collaboration, and conflict resolution. The bridging organisation 
encompasses the function of a boundary organisation by communicating, translating, 
and mediating scientific knowledge to make it relevant to policy and action. The 
organisation also uses its network of stakeholders to mobilise knowledge and social 
memory in turbulent times, which in turn help deal with uncertainty and shape change 
(Folke & ors, p.21).

Text 5: Case Study ~ Ecomuseum Kristianstads Vattenrike (Lebel et al, p.7)
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Illustration 30: The Role of a Bridging Organisation for Adaptive Co-management of a Wetland  
Landscape around Kristianstad, Sweden, Hahn & ors, 2006
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Informal (Shadow) Networks
Informal, or shadow, networks help 
to facilitate information flows, 
identify knowledge gaps, and 
create nodes of expertise of 
significance for ecosystem 
management that can be drawn 
upon at critical times. These 
networks emphasise political 
independence outside the fray of 
regulation and implementation in 
places in which formal networks 
and many planning processes fail 
(Olsson et al, p.12).

One of the key platforms of 
managing resilience and building 
the capacity for transformability is 
thought to be the fostering of 
shadow networks. These networks 
are essentially given permission to 
explore alternative futures through 
scenario assessment and to come 
up with potential solutions for 
change if required (Griffith et al, 
p.26).

Purely informal networks typically 
develop in a bottom-up process as 
a kind of shadow network that has 
no formal link at all to the formal 
policy and management cycle. The 
opposite would be a formalised 
negotiation process in a trans-
boundary river basin commission 
with the goal to agree on a formal 
treaty to be signed by all countries. Of particular interest are the linkages between policy 
and learning cycles and their influence on the learning process and the effectiveness of its 
outcomes. In shadow networks these linkages are very weak. This poses a certain 
dilemma. The more autonomous and informal these cycles, the higher is their ability to self-
organise and support innovation and creative thinking. At the same time their influence 
on policy and real implementation is weak and it may take years until a ‘‘window of 
opportunity’’ arises (Pahl-Wostl, p.8).
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Case Study ~ Living Tisza Alliance

An interesting example for such a shadow network 
is given by the ‘Living Tisza Alliance’ in Hungary.

The Tisza, a major tributary of the Danube, is a 
highly regulated river. Most of the original 
floodplains and the diversity of the landscape and 
livelihoods of local people has been lost. Large 
parts of the region along the river count nowadays 
among the poorest regions in Hungary. The 
incidence of severe flooding events has increased 
over the past decade.

The shadow network has its roots in a movement 
that established itself as response to a number of 
disastrous flooding and pollution events in the 
1990s. It developed innovative ideas about a more 
integrated and sustainable landscape 
management, described as a newly ‘emerging 
paradigm ‘‘Live in Harmony with the River’’ with 
Landscape Productivity in contrast to the 
conventional paradigm ‘‘Protect Landscape from 
the River’’ with Agricultural Intensity.

In recent years the political climate became more 
receptive to new ideas. The shadow network had 
some success in getting their ideas to the national 
political level and in being able to start smaller pilot 
projects. These linkages were all informal mainly 
based on individual contacts. In the most recent 
past the more favourable climate seems to have 
changed again most likely due to a dominance of 
different political streams and the loss of an 
influential individual who served as a strong link into 
the policy cycle.

Text 6: Case Study ~ Living Tisza Alliance (Pahl-Wostl, p.9)
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Partnerships
How can groups with histories of 

distrust and conflict be convinced 
to spend the time and effort 
necessary to implement a 

collaborative effort?

A key element of Adaptive Governance is its 
embrace of democratic politics, a process 
which is open to everyone with enough at 
stake to justify participation from their own 
perspective, but exceptions may be 
warranted in practice such as those with no 
tolerance of other interests. The purpose is to 
find common ground. The success of these 
efforts is a function of the participants' 
capacity to develop mutual respect and trust, 
and their willingness to exploit conflicts and 
other ambiguities in applicable laws and 
regulations. As such, participants assume 
responsibility and accountability for the policy 
because they must live with the direct 
consequences of implementing it (Brunner, et 
al).

Successful management of natural resources is a complex and large task and as such 
requires the active involvement of all stakeholders. Within the BRG Catchment there are 
many stakeholders including governments and their agencies, community organisations, 
individuals and businesses (refer Appendix for listing).

This section: identifies these stakeholders and their roles; looks at the current relationships 
with the Border Rivers-Gwydir Catchment Management Authority; and identifies current 
and potential partnership and network arrangements among these stakeholders. It also 
discusses some of the issues affecting stakeholder involvement in natural resource 
management, both in partnership with the CMA and independently. Finally, it looks at 
some of the processes and tools to increase partnerships for successful natural resource 
management.

The third criterion for the development of upgraded Catchment Action Plans 
recommended by the Natural Resources Commission specifies that the CAP is: “a plan for 
collaborative action and investment between government, community and industry 
partners”.

The attributes of this criterion are:

1. “Plan aligns with relevant legislation, policies and community aspirations;

2. Plan can meaningfully guide governments, industry and the community to align 
effort across the region; and,

3. Plan specifies agreed roles and responsibilities for partners in the catchment.”
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Participation, Adapted from Arnstein
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As described earlier, governance is needed for two complementary domains: institutional 
governance for the BRG CMA to achieve its mission and statutory obligations, and 
adaptive, inclusive governance for the regions' stakeholders to achieve the vision of 
sustainable natural resource management. The second of these is relevant to this section 
on partnerships.

A successful governance model for natural resource management in the region will need 
to recognise, among other things:

That the CMA is not the only organisation with responsibilities or goals for the natural 
resources of the region;

That other organisations and individuals have their own plans, policies and 
instruments for managing natural resources which may align or conflict with the 
CMA’s plans (such as the CAP);

Other organisations may not recognise the leadership of the CMA in natural 
resource management;

That the CMA CAP may be perceived as being “owned” by the CMA for its internal 
governance, rather than being a tool for the shared management of natural 
resources in the catchment; and,

That capacity limitations may limit some stakeholders from fully participating in 
natural resource management in the catchment.

Commonality, Difference & Specialisation
While natural resource management is a big issue to deal with at the scale of 
Catchments, it is not infinitely resourced, or even resourced to the level where problems 
can be solved satisfactorily. Therefore, it is imperative to make the most of resources 
available through efficient deployment of those resources, avoiding duplication of effort, 
getting value for money from investment and maximising collaborative approaches. 

Duplication of roles and responsibilities for natural resource management may waste 
resources, confuse other stakeholders or damage relationships among stakeholders. It can 
be caused by ignorance of the roles of other stakeholders; a lack of respect for the roles 
of other stakeholders; or even statutory responsibilities stipulating duplication. At times, 
duplication of responsibilities may be beneficial, such as when different stakeholders 
deliver the same message, but in different ways, or to different audiences.

In a sense, this is actually specialisation, where natural resource management is defined 
more specifically and different stakeholders take on slightly different roles or tasks to meet 
the needs of these specialisations. In community engagement for example, different 
stakeholders can work with different audiences to deliver the same message, or can 
operate at different scales. In operational works such as river management, one 
stakeholder group may adopt an engineering approach, while another may take a 
vegetation management approach. In this case, the two methods may be 
complementary.

Different stakeholders in natural resource management may have policies which conflict 
with each other. This may result in entrenched conflict or simply in conflicting messages 
being provided to other stakeholders. A classic example is the advice given to 
landholders about high input versus low input agricultural methods by different agencies. 
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Other examples include: weed policy of CMAs conflicting with NSW Agriculture 
introduction of Tropical Perennial Grasses (history of weed introductions); forestry conflict 
with agriculture; water users conflict with aquatic ecology; regulation of native vegetation 
to benefit the catchment, national and global scales rather than farm scale.

Value-for-money is an important principle in natural resource management. In many 
sectors, value for money is best obtained through the encouragement of competition 
between providers of goods and services. The theory is that competition will result in the 
same goods or services at the lowest price. However, in natural resource management, 
there is often market failure which means competition may not be the best option for 
getting value. Market failure is often due to a limited number of suppliers of goods and 
services, poor knowledge or skills or low capacity to respond.

In these cases cooperation and collaboration may be a better way to get value for 
money than competition.

Key considerations are:

Spatial identification of priorities ~ scale

Stakeholder capacities and information needs ~ ability to participate

Effective collaborative process ~ natural resource management is not something 
that can be achieved by one organisation alone; nor by focussing solely on the 
biophysical aspects of the problem. Sustainable management of natural resources 
also requires the engagement of the whole community, and the challenging of 
some deep paradigms about whose job it is to manage the environment and to 
what extent we need to intervene. To date, a fundamental gap in the 
management of natural resources has been the social elements. We cannot have 
meaningful engagement around sustaining natural resources, unless we have 
identified core values that we as a society wish to sustain (Fischer et al, 2007). The 
current public dissatisfaction with native vegetation policy indicates that in this 
domain we have not yet reached social consensus on shared values. Collaboration 
for natural resource management therefore requires opportunities not only for 
collaborative action, but for discussion of values, institutions and capacity and the 
identification and engagement of key stakeholders.

Roles & Responsibilities
BRG CMA is a major stakeholder in the management of natural resources in the region, 
however does not have sole responsibility or ownership of natural resource management. 

The following table provides a framework for the CMA to identify and analyse stakeholder 
roles and responsibilities and their current relationship with BRG CMA. The rows of the table 
are explained in more detail below. The list of stakeholders is derived from a number of 
sources including CMA stakeholder surveys (Fenton, 2011), a list of CAP stakeholders and 
conversations with stakeholders in the region.

Completing these tables for each stakeholder will provide a more complete 
understanding of the complex interrelationships among natural resource managers in the 
Catchments. 

The process of researching the information required will increase the understanding of the 
CMA of these relationships.
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Description

Roles

Responsibilities

Presence in Catchments

Level of engagement with BRG CMA

Opportunities

Risks 

Description ~ What does this organisation or group do? How are they defined.

Roles ~ Roles in natural resource management have been generalised. These roles are:

Placeholders ~ individuals or organisations with a strong sense of place in the region 
or a long history (often intergenerational) in the region.

Regulation ~ development and enforcement of legal instruments relating to natural 
resource management.

Funding Provision ~ providing funding to enable or support natural resource 
management.

Funding Delivery ~ delivery of funding from a Provider to other stakeholders, with 
associated administration and accountability.

Facilitation ~ Facilitating and enabling natural resource management by other 
stakeholders.

Advocacy ~ lobbying, sector advocacy and support

Monitoring and Evaluation ~ monitoring the state of natural resources and any 
changes in their extent and condition.

Education and Extension ~ teaching and raising awareness and capacity about 
natural resource management.

Research and Development

Network Development and Maintenance ~ formal and informal networks of 
stakeholders in natural resource management.

Planning and Policy ~ development of plans and policies influencing natural 
resource management.

On-ground Natural Resource Management ~ direct management of natural 
resources through action.

Passive Stakeholders ~ directly affected by natural resource management 
regulation, policy or planning.

Material Supply ~ supply of goods, materials and equipment for natural resource 
management.

Service Supply ~ supply of services, advice and consultation for natural resource 
management.
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Other roles will be identified as the stakeholder analysis is completed.

Responsibilities ~ The responsibilities of stakeholders in government, particularly for 
legislation has been identified in the internal report - Alignment of the BRG-CMA 
Catchment Action Plan (CAP) with Policies, Plans and Strategies. Other stakeholders will 
have different responsibilities to members, customers, family, neighbours etc. 

Presence in the Catchments ~ A significant number of stakeholders have their core 
location outside the catchments, but will have representatives physically base in the 
catchments, or who travel or contact the catchments regularly. It is likely that the local 
representatives are the ones who will be the potential partners in natural resource 
management.

Level of engagement with BRG CMA ~ What current interaction exists? Who are the points 
of contact between the stakeholder and the CMA? Is there a one-to-one, one-to-many, 
many-to-many or many-to-one relationship? What type of relationship exists? This may be 
determined by filling in the blank spaces in these sentences:

“The stakeholder is in a _____________ relationship with the CMA”.

OR

“The CMA is in a ______________ relationship with the stakeholder”. 

The blank spaces could be filled with these words for example: contractual, commercial, 
financially dependent, advisory, statutory, collaborative.

Opportunities ~ What opportunities exist or could be developed to improve and 
strengthen the relationship between the CMA and this stakeholder to achieve better 
natural resource management outcomes? What opportunities are there for more 
effective partnerships between this stakeholder and others in the region?

Risks ~ What risks to effective natural resource management currently or potentially exist 
with this stakeholder? Are there actions or policies contradictory to those of other 
stakeholders? 

Mapping Levels & Scales
A mapping analysis of the various stakeholders, partners and bridging organisations 
relevant to the Catchment can be applied to identify gaps, bridges and channels to 
achieve a comprehensive reach and involvement for the CAP. It would ideal to develop 
an information tool which can map, describe and depict the levels and scales for the 
various stakeholder jurisdictions and roles, policies and strategies relevant to the CAP.

Research by Termeer et al has identified that too little attention is paid to the way the 
various actors in an adaptive governance system such as the BRG catchment define 
scales, which in turn is key to the “scale frames” they use to make sense of multi-scale 
issues. It makes a difference whether, for example, climate adaptation gets framed as a 
local issue (and thus a local responsibility) or as a global issue (and thus a global 
responsibility). Additionally, they presume that actors not only frame problems at a level 
they can control but that they also lean towards a preferred type of scale. For instance, 
the new generation of boundary workers might focus primarily on knowledge scales and 
meanwhile risk ignoring jurisdictional or constitutional scales.
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Tools for Collaboration & Partnering
Current tools for collaboration and partnerships between the BRG CMA and other stakeholders 
include:

Contracts ~ legal documents specifying the services that will be provided by a 
contractor or landholder in return for funding or payment from the CMA.

Funding Deeds/Agreements ~ Formal legal instruments between the CMA and its 
funding providers; primarily the NSW and Australian Governments,

Advisory Committees and Reference Groups

A range of additional tools can be considered. This is a resource list only and makes no 
recommendations about the suitability or otherwise of these tools.

Integrated Catchment Management (or Total Catchment Management)

The concept of Total Catchment Management (TCM) was introduced into NSW in 1984 as 
a State Policy to coordinate natural resource management using whole catchments as 
the basis for planning and management. The Catchment Management Act (1989) 
followed to provide the initial legislative basis for TCM. This Act defined TCM as “the 
coordinated and sustainable use of land, water, vegetation and other natural resources 
on a catchment basis so as to balance resource utilisation and conservation”.

“The objectives of TCM were to ensure that natural resources were managed by:

1. Coordinating policies, programs and activities as they relate to catchment 
management;

2. Achieving active community participation in natural resource management;
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3. Identifying and rectifying natural resource degradation;

4. Promoting the sustainable use of natural resources; and,

5. Providing stable and productive soil, high quality water and protective and 
productive vegetation cover within each of the state’s catchments.” (Hall et al, 
1999). 

Increasing distance between original ICM of supporting voluntary conservation measures 
and current bureaucratisation of catchment management organisations so they can be 
held accountable for their funding. Bureaucratisation and onerous accountability 
practices diminishes the goodwill around voluntary conservation practices. Different 
standards of operation between bureaucracies with salaried staff and defined 
responsibilities and networks of volunteers (Reeve et al, 2002).

ICM is an example of stakeholder cooperation through a number of key areas:

Development of a shared vision; 

Frequent interaction among stakeholders with the power to make decisions; 

Opportunities for bilateral and trilateral partnerships;

Exposure to a broad range of views from diverse stakeholders on a regular basis; 
and,

Prioritisation of natural resource management through allocation of project 
funding.

TCM was the precursor of Catchment Management Authorities. Significant differences 
between the two models include the regular interaction among stakeholders, the equal 
engagement of stakeholders with the State Government acting as a secretariat for the 
process, and the use of sub-committees for natural resource management issues (such as 
vegetation). TCM committees mainly involved landholders and government agencies, 
with little representation from the community sector including NGOs, Landcare and 
environmental groups.

Increasing distance between original ICM goals of supporting voluntary conservation 
measures and current bureaucratisation of catchment management organisations so 
they can be held accountable for their funding. Bureaucratisation and onerous 
accountability practices diminishes the goodwill around voluntary conservation practices. 
Different standards of operation between bureaucracies with salaried staff and defined 
responsibilities and networks of volunteers (Reeve et al, 2002).

Summits and Forums

Formal gatherings of key stakeholders designed to achieve consensus or broad 
understanding around issues of common importance. Usually involve heads of 
organisations with decision-making powers.

Example: Total Catchment Management (Namoi, Gwydir, Border Rivers).

Strategic Plans

Strategic plans are a way to allow collaboration around planning for a particular topic or 
issue. The CAP is an example of a broad, multi-issue plan, but strategic planning can be 
applied at many different scales.
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Informal Committees

Networks of stakeholders meeting informally to discuss general or specific topics. Often 
these networks are formed from “concerned individuals” and may be short-lived. 
Membership is often by self-nomination.

Social Networks/Gatherings

Social events organised for people working on a particlar issue or in a sector. Usually these 
gatherings will have no agenda or planned outcomes, but build and strengthen networks.

Example: Green Drinks is a regular gathering of natural resource professionals and 
stakeholders held weekly in pubs in both Melbourne and Canberra.

Annual Christmas parties held by agencies and Landcare groups.

Resource Centres

Centres designed to provide resources and information for stakeholders to better manage 
natural resources. 

Example: Landcare Resource Centre in Armidale operated by SNELCC provides meeting 
spaces, library, meeting and facilitation equipment, marquees, catering equipment, 
administration support, financial services and specialised equipment.

Knowledge Cafes

David Gurteen developed Knowledge Cafes as a deliberate process of interaction 
among people to increase understanding and learning. See http://www.gurteen.com/. 

Summits & Conferences

Conferences can be informative, analytical or deliberative.

Joint Projects

Projects with other stakeholders with external funding, where project management and 
accountability is shared among partners. The best way to collaborate is to do something 
together.

Example: Current Biodiversity Fund projects, BRG CMA Stemming the Tide project on TSRs 
with high conservation value vegetation.

Participatory Research

Collaborative research partnerships between research providers and funders and key 
stakeholders.

Examples: Sustainable Grazing Systems, Land, Water and Wool Projects.

The Living Classroom

The collaborative project in Bingara is an example of collaboration using multiple tools 
and methods Including; shared projects, educational campaigns, working groups and 
demonstration farms.

Multi Criteria Analysis Shell for Spatial Decision Support (MCASS)

A software – GIS tool designed to allow stakeholders to have input into planning and 
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prioritisation by allowing them to influence the assumptions built into the GIS modelling. 
Related to scenario-planning. http://www.daff.gov.au/abares/data/mcass 

Memoranda of Understanding

A simple tool for early-stage partnership development. Useful where there is intention to 
work together and before the details of such arrangements are formalised.

Working Groups

Formal or informal groups whose aim is to collaborate on a specific issue or task. Working 
groups may meet face to face or by phone and share information and tasks 
electronically.

Sponsorship

By the CMA of others – loose agreements.

Of the CMA or its projects by others.

Demonstration Farms

A single property can be used by multiple stakeholders as a physical demonstration of 
natural resource management tools, methods and equipment. Usually owned or run by 
one organisation/landholder but used by many stakeholders. Often in association with 
Participatory Research.

Examples: The Living Classroom, Potter Farms (Victoria), DPI Research Stations, McMaster 
Farm in Warialda (UNE).

Guidelines and Principles

Jointly negotiated and independently managed or enforced

Media

Communication of information through print, audio and visual media channels. Indirect 
and un-targeted but potentially reaches many people.

Communication tools ~ websites, newsletters, email lists, servers, mailing lists etc

Marketing Campaigns

Geographic Structures

Regional committees, Local Area Committees (LGA)

Regional meetings/workshops

Stretch Goals and Back-Casting

Manning et al (2007)

Educational Campaigns

Information campaigns around specific themes or issues can be used to engage 
stakeholders and develop relationships. Can be targeted at school children or adults.

Examples: Lunch Munchers (BRG CMA), Health campaigns.
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Festivals or Expositions

Festivals and expositions bring people together around a particular theme often in an 
environment where the theme is addressed through music, art, literature or purposeful 
activity. Expositions can bring many stakeholders together to share ideas and 
demonstrate capabilities.

Examples: Nova-Anglica – The Web of Our Endeavours festival, Armidale, 1998.

Treefest 1992 and Return to Treefest, 1996.

Sustainable Living Expo (SLEX) Armidale.

Wool (New England) Expo

Collaborative Software

There is a wide range of collaborative software tools designed to achieve collaboration 
on projects and tasks. Defined as "intentional group processes plus software to support 
them."

For a list of collaborative software see: 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_collaborative_software 

Competitions

Catchment wide competitions to engage stakeholders. Good engagement strategy for 
building relationships between entrants and competition organiser.

Examples: Catchment photo competitions organised by Namoi and BRG CMAs, yield 
competitions for crops, Biodiversity Benchmarking competition (BRG CMA – Moree).

Innovation & Experimentation
How do governance arrangements affect the functioning and 

performance of innovation?

The need for, and importance of, innovation and experimentation reflects the learning 
and change oriented nature of adaptive governance.

Briggs et al. (p.10) identified the following important factors contributing to innovation: the 
trigger or impetus for innovation; sources of new ideas and approaches; and diffusion, 
whereby new ideas and approaches become adopted and implemented.
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Further, key common factors were found to underlie these change processes:

Environmental crises ~ abrupt or ongoing environmental changes that have 
negative implications for human well-being;

Reframing of perspectives ~ seeing a context or situation in a new and different 
way that often enables new possibilities to emerge;

Engaging stakeholders ~ engaging people with a stake in a particular decision in 
the process of decision making, taking into account their varying perspectives, 
priorities, and limitations;

Social entrepreneurship ~ using entrepreneurial principles to organise, create, and 
manage an initiative to bring about social change; and,

Institutional support ~ support for day-to-day operational activities of an institution, 
such as finance, personnel, management, planning, and office space.

Brigg et al (pp. 16-18) further identified the following strategies to enable innovation in 
socio-ecological systems:

fostering environmental awareness and attachment to local ecosystems;

building capacity for social entrepreneurship;

fostering dialogue between key stakeholders; and,

providing institutional support.

Recognising the importance of timing and the need for a convergence of factors to 
create a readiness for change, one strategy used is have a portfolio of possible projects 
ready to be launched whenever there is an opening and the time is right.
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BRG CMA is working on several innovations which may proven worthy of wider 
application: their invasive weeds collaboration; the joint New England Tablelands CAP 
with Northern Rivers CMA.

New innovations being considered include: the collaborative model for the Biodiversity 
Fund; the strategic partnership with Landcare; and The Living Classroom.
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Olssen et al (pp. 16-17) further expand upon key considerations and actions for successful 
transformations of socio-ecological systems toward adaptive governance:

Change attitudes among groups to a new, shared vision; differences are good, 
polarisation is bad.

Check for and develop persistent, embedded leadership across scales; one person 
can do it for a time, but several are better locally, regionally, and politically.

Design resilient processes, e.g., discourse and collaborations, not fixed structures.

Evaluate and monitor outcomes of past interventions and encourage reflection 
followed by changes in practices.

Change is both bottom-up and top-down. Otherwise, scale conflicts ultimately 
compromise the promise; globalization is good but can destroy adaptive capacity 
both regionally and locally.

Develop and maintain a portfolio of projects, waiting for opportunities to open.

Always check larger scales in different sectors for opportunities; this is not science, 
but politics.

Know which phase of an adaptive cycle the system has reached and identify 
thresholds; talk about it with others.

The time horizon for effect and assessment is at least 30–50 yr; restructuring 
resilience is all about slow dynamics.

Create cooperation and transform conflict, but always be happy with some rhythm 
of conflict and ensure that channels for expressing dissent and disagreement are 
always open.

Create novel communication face to face, individual to individual, group to group, 
and sector to sector.

Encourage small-scale revolts and recoveries, not large-scale collapses.

Try to facilitate adaptive governance by allowing just enough flexibility in institutions 
and politics.

Integrated Modelling & Research
The Healthy Waterways Partnership (Morton Bay, Queensland) identified one of their most 
successful strategies for change as being an integrated approach to modelling and 
research.

Over a period of several years they brought together industry, government agencies and 
other stakeholders to integrate their data into the ecological system model. This was an 
exercise in modelling scenarios using stakeholder plans and priorities.

The initial results were concerning, with their modelling showing that the intended plans of 
some stakeholders would have negative consequences for the resilience of Morton Bay.

However the feedback loop played an important part in increasing understanding of the 
system state, drivers and thresholds.
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As this process was repeated each year there were gradual shifts of stakeholder plans 
towards alignment with the healthy functioning of the system. Regular briefings, meetings 
and reports were provided throughout the year to support discussion and knowledge 
exchange.

In simple terms Healthy Waterways facilitated a collective, multi-stakeholder adaptive 
learning and quality improvement process. The engagement tool was their 
comprehensive data modelling tool which became an action-learning and research 
resource for key stakeholders.

Specialist Committees
Specialist committees are used to enable adaptive governance. These range from 
quality-focussed committees to ensure effective implementation of adaptive governance 
through to 'network of networks' committees which bring together participants from a 
range of bridging organisations.

Learning and capacity building for adaptive governance (such participatory processes, 
collective decision-making, integrated planning, modelling, research and evaluation) is 
key to success and can be a useful area of focus for a specialist committee.

The Murray Basin CMA have formed a committee to guide their Catchment Action 
Planning process which brings together a large cross-section of stakeholders.

Quality Systems
Definitions of quality are varied, however predominately focus on achievement of 
outcomes, fitness for purpose and stakeholder satisfaction. Key characteristics of a quality 
approach include:

Efficiency (cost-effectiveness and smooth operations)

Legality (complies with legislator requirements)

Accountability (openness and transparency with all stakeholders, internal and 
external)

Resilience (ensuring that continuation of service is assured during periods of 
change)

Participatory (active engagement with all stakeholders to continually define, 
deliver and improve services)

Reflective (Systems exist to encourage reflection of services, and feedback actively 
informs continuous improvement initiatives)

Integrated (working with all stakeholders to ensure knowledge is shared, duplication 
is minimised and outcomes are achieved)

Regardless of which definition is used, these characteristics are relevant to any system 
which values quality and fosters a quality culture. Of most significance is a commitment to 
continuous improvement and stakeholder involvement (see diagram below). These 
features of Quality Systems are also paramount to the success of Adaptive Governance 
models (Folke, Hahn, Olsson & Norberg, 2005).
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Common principles of adaptive governance 
and quality systems include:

Accountability

Knowledge Management

Evaluative

Stakeholder Involvement

Transparency

Continuous Improvement

Resilience

Risk Management

Evaluation is a key component of Quality 
Systems and Adaptive Governance Models. 
Evaluation mechanisms provide information 
about a system, which in turn informs 
continuous improvement planning and action. 
Developing and implementing systemic approaches to assessing the efficacy of the 
Adaptive Governance structure, will provide data from which BRGCMA will be able to 
continually revise and develop the governance model, with the ultimate aim of 
enhancing the features of social-ecological systems is supports (Rauschmayer et al, 2009).

Rauschmayer et al (2009) outline the value of incorporating evaluation of both 
governance processes and governance outcomes in order to gain a full understanding 
on the efficacy of governance structures.

Options for the evaluation of the governance processes and outcomes are made below 
(3.4). These evaluation methods include a Triangulation method for collecting data 
through Group workshops, surveying and individual interviewing techniques.  

Quality Register & Quality Records

The use of an internal Quality Register (to record all opportunities for Quality Improvement, 
and document progress and outcomes) can be an invaluable administrative tool in 
recording the Quality journey. Quality Improvement opportunities can be defined as (but 
not limited to):

Complaints

Compliments

Internal Audit findings

Quality Improvement Suggestions (QIS)

OH&S

Incident & Hazard reports

All staff directly, and stakeholders indirectly, are able to make contributions to the Quality 
Register, by lodging a Quality Record (QR) with the designated person. The Quality 
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Record outlines:

Relevant category (as listed above)

Issue/Opportunity identified

Suggestion for improvement

For example:

The integration of a Quality System including the use of the Quality Records and a Quality 
Register, provides a mechanism for not only recording Quality data, but also for 
empowering staff to document their improvement suggestions, and identify issues. 
Additionally, it allows for involvement from all internal and external stakeholders, by 
providing clear structures for the integration of feedback into evaluation and planning 
processes (as depicted in the continuous improvement diagram above).

Quality Calendar

The Quality Calendar can be created and utilised as a guiding document for Quality 
Activities.  This document provides transparency and accountability for the organisation 
and its stakeholders, on Quality Activities undertaken and planned for the future.  It 
demonstrates a systemic approach to ongoing learning and development by ensuring 
that Quality Activities occur in a planned and systemic manner, and contribute directly to 
the continuous improvement of the organisation.

The Quality Calendar is a useful tool to:

a) Maintain records of Quality activities undertaken (i.e. Audits, evaluation and 
planning activities);

b) Create organisational awareness of upcoming Quality activities and those 
undertaken;

c) Guide the functions of the Quality Committee and/or Quality Coordinator; and,

d) Ensure Quality activities occur in a systemic and planned manner.
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Adopting a Quality Culture

The successful shift from traditional practices to a quality systems way of thinking, is 
arguably more dependent on the ability to achieve a cultural change, than a change in 
specific practices alone (Woods, 2007).

A shared understanding of the principles underpinning quality adaptive governance 
structures is required to truly foster a quality culture. A combination of clear 
communication of these principles, and evaluation of the success of this communication 
can be achieved through initial and ongoing learning and development exercises, and 
evaluative processes to compliment them such as surveying.

Initially this could include an internal workshop with BRGCMA staff, outlining: Adaptive 
Governance Model; the role of Quality Systems in Adaptive Governance; overview of the 
Quality System and education on Quality Reporting; and, risk management session to 
identify possible risks to Adaptive Governance and strategies to mitigate these risks.

Evaluation Processes

Evaluation of Governance processes in the first instance, moving toward a thorough 
evaluation of both processes and governance outcomes is recommended. Assessment of 
intra-organisation (Board + BRGCMA) moving toward intra-catchment (including all 
stakeholders involved in Adaptive Governance Model) is required. These evaluation 
systems should be tailored to suit the scope of the Adaptive Governance Model as it 
evolves throughout the 10 year CAP.

1. Self-Assessment ~ Governance processes and systems are most easily evaluated 
initially through a self-assessment of the backbone of the Adaptive Governance 
Model, the Board and BRGCMA staff. This self-assessment can be done online, and 
will give an initial data set on the understanding of the Adaptive Governance 
Model itself, and on the presence of those principles of Adaptive Governance and 
Quality within the organisation. Additionally, it will provide information on areas 
requiring attention, which can be integrated into the Quality system and can 
inform planning for improvements. Eventually self-assessment tools can be utilised 
with all stakeholders within the Adaptive Governance Model. 

2. External Assessments ~ External assessments by a third-party provide an objective 
analysis on the operation of a system and its processes. This can be done by any 
independent party, and may form part of the BRGCMA review by the Natural 
Resource Commission. Recommendations by the external assessor can then be 
integrated into the Quality System.

3. Thorough Evaluation of Outcomes ~ The effectiveness of an Adaptive Governance 
Model can ultimately be measured by the achievement of its goals – i.e. desired 
states within the social-ecological system it supports (Rauschmayer et al, 2009). 
Evaluation of these outcomes is the most comprehensive to undertake however, 
and it is recommended that the efficiency of governance processes as the first 
step, and outcomes as the second should be considered.
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Appendices

Stakeholders

Government
Government stakeholders include those directly associated with Commonwealth, State 
and Local Governments. They include Departments and their agencies, Government 
Corporations, Cultural Institutions and Statutory Authorities. Important government 
stakeholders are listed underneath the Department they are aligned with.

Commonwealth Government

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

www.daff.gov.au 02 6272 3933

CFOC

Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency

www.climatechange.gov.au 1800 057 590

Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities

www.environment.gov.au 1800 803 772

EPBC Act

CFOC

Department of Regional Australia, Local Government, Arts and Sport

www.regional.gov.au 02 6210 6000

Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism

www.ret.gov.au 02 6276 1000

Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research and Tertiary Education

www.innovation.gov.au 02 6213 6000
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Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs

www.fahcsia.gov.au 1300 653 227

Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations

www.deewr.gov.au 1300 363 079

Department of Defence

www.defence.gov.au 1300 333 362

For Defence Land in the catchment

Other Commonwealth Government Departments

Attorney-General’s Department

Department of Broadband, Communications and the Digital Economy

Department of Finance and Deregulation

Department of Health and Ageing

Department of Human Services

Department of Immigration and Citizenship

Department of Infrastructure and Transport

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet

Parliament of Australia

The Federal Judicature

The Treasury

Murray Darling Basin Authority

www.mdba.gov.au 02 6279 0100

Bureau of Meteorology

www.bom.gov.au 03 9669 4000
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NSW Government

Department of Trade and Investment, Regional Infrastructure and Services

www.trade.nsw.gov.au 02 6391 3100

Department of Primary Industries (Trade and Investment)

www.dpi.nsw.gov.au             02 6391 3100

Agriculture NSW (DPI)

Description NSW State Government Agency with responsibility for 
matters affecting agriculture

Roles Regulation,

Education and Extension,

Research and Development

Planning and Policy

Responsibilities Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (New South Wales) 
Act 1994 and subordinate legislation

Agricultural Industry Services Act 1998 and subordinate 
legislation

Agricultural Livestock (Disease Control Funding) Act 1998 
and subordinate legislation

Agricultural Scientific Collections Trust Act 1983 and 
subordinate legislation

Animal Diseases (Emergency Outbreaks) Act 1991 and 
subordinate legislation

Animal Research Act 1985 and subordinate legislation

Apiaries Act 1985 and subordinate legislation

Biological Control Act 1985 and subordinate legislation

C.B. Alexander Foundation Incorporation Act 1969 and 
subordinate legislation

Dairy Industry Act 2000 and subordinate legislation

Deer Act 2006 and subordinate legislation

Exhibited Animals Protection Act 1986 and subordinate 
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legislation

Farm Debt Mediation Act 1994 and subordinate legislation

Farm Water Supplies Act 1946 and subordinate legislation

Farrer Memorial Research Scholarship Fund Act 1930 and 
subordinate legislation

Fertilisers Act 1985 and subordinate legislation

Food Act 2003 and subordinate legislation

Game and Feral Animal Control Act 2002 and subordinate 
legislation

Gene Technology (GM Crop Moratorium) Act 2003 and 
subordinate legislation

Gene Technology (New South Wales) Act 2003 and 
subordinate legislation

Hemp Industry Act 2008 and subordinate legislation

Meat Industry Act 1978 and subordinate legislation

Non-Indigenous Animals Act 1987 and subordinate 
legislation

Noxious Weeds Act 1993 and subordinate legislation

Occupational Health and Safety Act 2000 and subordinate 
legislation

Plant Diseases Act 1924 and subordinate legislation

Poultry Meat Industry Act 1986 and subordinate legislation

Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 and subordinate 
legislation

Rice Marketing Act 1983 and subordinate legislation

Rural Adjustment Scheme Agreement Act 1993 and 
subordinate legislation

Rural Assistance Act 1989 and subordinate legislation

Rural Lands Protection Act 1998 and subordinate legislation

Snowy Mountains Cloud Seeding Trial Act 2004 and 
subordinate legislation

States and Northern Territory Grants (Rural Adjustment) 
Agreement Ratification Act 1985 (No. 113) and subordinate 
legislation

States and Northern Territory Grants (Rural Adjustment) 
Agreement Ratification Act 1989 (No. 168) and subordinate 
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http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/snowy-mountains-cloud-seeding-trial-act-2004
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/snowy-mountains-cloud-seeding-trial-act-2004
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/rural-lands-protection-act-1998
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/rural-assistance-act-1989
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/rural-adjustment-scheme-agreement-act-1993
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/rural-adjustment-scheme-agreement-act-1993
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/rice-marketing-act-1983
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/prevention-of-cruelty-to-animals-act-1979
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/prevention-of-cruelty-to-animals-act-1979
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/poultry-meat-industry-act-1986
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/plant-diseases-act-1924
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/occupational-health-and-safety-act-2000
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/occupational-health-and-safety-act-2000
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/noxious-weeds-act-1993
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/non-indigenous-animals-act-1987
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/non-indigenous-animals-act-1987
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/meat-industry-act-1978
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/hemp-industry-act-2008
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/gene-technology-new-south-wales-act-2003
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/gene-technology-new-south-wales-act-2003
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/gene-technology-gm-crop-moratorium-act-2003
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/gene-technology-gm-crop-moratorium-act-2003
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/game-and-feral-animal-control-act-2002
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/game-and-feral-animal-control-act-2002
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/food-act-2003
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/fertilisers-act-1985
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/farrer-memorial-research-scholarship-fund-act-1930
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/farrer-memorial-research-scholarship-fund-act-1930
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/farm-water-supplies-act-1946
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/farm-debt-mediation-act-1994
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/exhibited-animals-protection-act-1986
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legislation

States Grants (Rural Adjustment) Agreement Ratification 
Act 1977 and subordinate legislation

States Grants (Rural Reconstruction) Agreement 
Ratification Act 1971 and subordinate legislation

Stock (Chemical Residues) Act 1975 and subordinate 
legislation

Stock Diseases Act 1923 and subordinate legislation

Stock Foods Act 1940 and subordinate legislation

Stock Medicines Act 1989 and subordinate legislation

Sydney Market Authority (Dissolution) Act 1997 and 
subordinate legislation

Veterinary Practice Act 2003 and subordinate legislation

Wine Grapes Marketing Board (Reconstitution) Act 2003 
and subordinate legislation

Presence in 
Catchments

Australian Cotton Research Institute Narrabri,

Tamworth Agricultural Institute

Glen Innes Agricultural Research and Advisory Station

Level of 
engagement with 
BRG CMA

Risks Plan and Policy conflict, Stakeholder confusion, Weed 
introduction

Opportunities Collaboration, Education, Co-delivery of incentives

Fisheries NSW (DPI)

Description NSW State Government Agency with responsibility for 
management of Fish and Marine and Aquatic Ecosystems

Roles Regulation

Funding Provision

Education and Extension

Planning and Policy

Responsibilities Fisheries Act, 1935
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http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/sydney-market-authority-dissolution-act-1997
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http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/stock-foods-act-1940
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/stock-diseases-act-1923
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/stock-chemical-residues-act-1975
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/stock-chemical-residues-act-1975
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/states-grants-rural-reconstruction-agreement-ratification-act-1971
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aboutus/about/legislation-acts/images-and-extras/legislation-search/states-grants-rural-reconstruction-agreement-ratification-act-1971
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Fisheries Management Act 1994

Related Legislation

– Environmental Protection Act, 1979

– Local Government Act, 1993

– Protection of the Environment Operations Act, 1997

Presence in 
Catchments

Officers based in Tamworth and Armidale

Level of 
engagement with 
BRG CMA

Risks Plan and Policy conflict, Stakeholder confusion, 

Opportunities Collaboration, Education, Co-delivery of incentives

Catchments and Lands (DPI)

Crown Lands (formerly part of LPMA) 

Soil Conservation Service

Border Rivers-Gwydir Catchment Management Authority

Namoi Catchment Management Authority

Northern Rivers Catchment Management Authority

Western Catchment Management Authority

Central Western Catchment Management Authority

Forests NSW (DPI)

NSW Office of Water (DPI)

Biosecurity NSW (DPI)

Livestock Health and Pest Authorities State Management Council (Trade and Investment)

NSW Rural Assistance Authority (Trade and Investment)

Office of Biofuels (Trade and Investment)

Game Council NSW (Trade and Investment)

Australian Museum (Trade and Investment)
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Department of Premier and Cabinet

www.dpc.nsw.gov.au 02 9228 5555

Office of Environment and Heritage

– National Parks and Wildlife Service

Division of Local Government

Department of Education and Communities

www.educationandcommunities.nsw.gov.au 02 9561 8000

Office of Education

Office of Communities

Community Relations Commission

Department of Finance and Services

www.lpi.nsw.gov.au 1300 052 637

Department of Attorney General and Justice

www.lawlink.nsw.gov.au 02 8688 7777

NSW Rural Fire Service

State Emergency Service

Queensland State Government

NRM Regional Bodies adjoining
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Local Government

Gwydir Shire Council

www.gwydirshire.nsw.gov.au 02 6724 2000

Moree Plains Shire Council

www.mpsc.nsw.gov.au 02 6757 3222

Glen Innes Severn Council

www.gisc.nsw.gov.au 02 6730 2300

Guyra Shire Council

www.guyra.nsw.gov.au 02 6770 7100

Inverell Shire Council

www.inverell.nsw.gov.au 02 8688 7777

Narrabri Shire Council

www.narrabri.nsw.gov.au 02 6799 6866

Tenterfield Shire Council

www.tenterfield.nsw.gov.au 02 6736 6000

Uralla Shire Council

www.uralla.local-e.nsw.gov.au 02 6778 4606
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Walgett Shire Council

www.walgett.nsw.gov.au 02 6828 1399

Armidale Dumaresq Council

www.armidale.nsw.gov.au  

Tamworth Regional Council

www.tamworth.nsw.gov.au  

Brewarrina Shire Council

www.breshire.com 02 6839 2106

Northern Inland Weeds Advisory Council

www.niwac.org.au 02 6770 3905

New England Weeds Authority

www.newa.com.au 02 6770 3905

Community & Non-Government
The Community and Non-Government sector includes those organisations who are 
independent of government for their governance structures, even though they may receive 
funding from one or more government sources.

This list only includes community organisations with a direct responsibility for, or interest 
in, natural resource management. The community is of course much broader and deeper 
than this. In many cases, people are too busy to join a group around all of their interests, 
so will focus on a primary interest. In many communities the local school, sporting club or 
RSL club will be an important social group for the community. Recent experience on the 
Northern Tablelands with the High Country Urban Biodiversity project (HiCUB) has shown 
that these social organisations can be an effective way of connecting the community with 
natural resource management. HiCUB worked with gardening clubs, golf and bowling 
clubs, Scouts and schools to get people involved in tree planting, weeding and bush 
regeneration activities (Carr et al, 2012). 
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The list of stakeholders should therefore include all community organisations in the 
catchments, but has been limited to NRM stakeholders for the sake of brevity.

Landcare – The Landcare Group Benchmarking Survey (Fenton, 2012) looked at the 
relationship between Landcare and the BRG CMA

New England and North West Network Chairs

  

Glen Innes Resource Advisory Committee Inc. (GLENRAC)

www.glenrac.org.au 02 6732 3443

Granite Borders Landcare Committee Inc (GBLC)

www.graniteborderslandcare.com.au 02 6736 3500

Gwydir & Macintyre Resources Management Committee (GWYMAC)

www.gwymaclandcare.com.au 02 6721 1241

Description Landcare network coorinating and servicing individual 
landcare groups in the Gwydir and Macintyre catchments, 
based in Inverell.

Roles Network Development and Maintenance

Planning and Policy Development

Funding Delivery

Facilitation

Education and Extension

Responsibilities Responsible to members and member groups.

Responsible to funding providers for individual projects.

Presence in 
Catchments

Small part time staff based in Inverell.

Level of 
engagement with 
BRG CMA

Fenton (2012) found that 62% of the Landcare groups he 
surveyed in 2010-11 were associated with Gwymac.
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77% of groups in this survey indicated that they had had no 
contact with the CMA in the previous 12 months, while only 
6 groups (15%) had had contact.

Risks Extinction, Inadequate funding, Lack of skills, Lack of 
effective governance 

Opportunities Collaboration, Education, Community engagement, 
Brokering among stakeholders.

South West Inverell Landcare

Macintyre Development Unit

Southern New England Landcare Coordinating Committee (SNELCC)

www.snelcc.org.au 02 6772 9123

Uralla Rivercare Group

Upper Gwydir Landcare Association

www.ugla.com.au 02 6724 2052

Armidale Tree Group

www.armidaletreegroup.org.au 02 6771 1620

Citizens Wildlife Corridors

www.ned.org.au/sdn/CWC/index.html 02 6772 8878 

Northern Inland Council for the Environment

National Parks Association of NSW
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Australian Conservation Foundation

www.acfonline.org.au 1800 332 510

Aboriginal Organisations

Aboriginal Reference Advisory Group – BRG CMA

 

Anaiwan Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Armidale Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Ashford Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Collarenebri Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Glen Innes Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Guyra Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Moombahlene Local Aboriginal Land Council
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Moree Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Mungindi Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

Toomelah Local Aboriginal Land Council

  

 

Country Womens Association of Australia

www.cwaa.org.au 02) 9358 2923 (NSW office)

The Living Classroom

  

Bingara Anglers Club

 Volunteers maintain the Hatchery in 
Bingara which stocks the Gwydir River with 
native fish.

Industry

Gwydir Valley Irrigators Association

  

NSW Farmers

www.nswfarmers.org.au 02 8251 1700

Farmers Federation of Australia
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www.nff.org.au 02 6269 5666

Cotton Seed Distributors

www.csd.net.au 02 6795 0000

Cotton Growers Services

http://cgs.com.au (02) 6795 3200

Border Rivers Food and Fibre

www.brff.com.au 07 4671 3888

EcoLogical Australia

www.ecoaus.com.au 1300 646 131

Armidale Office

Coffs Harbour Office

Kentucky Tree Nursery

No website  

Fields Environmental Services

www.fieldsnativenursery.com.au 0402 293 111

Cedar Wholesale Nursery

http://cedarwholesalenursery.com.au 0411 185 887

Tree Tenders

http://treetenders.com.au (02) 6722 4200

Mole Station Native Nursery
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www.molerivernursery.com (02) 6737 5429

Moon’s Native Nursery

www.moonsnativenursery.com.au 02 6777 2263

Conservation Farmers Incorporated

www.cfi.org.au (07) 4638 5356

Research & Development

University of New England

www.une.edu.au 02 6773 3333

Cotton Catchment Communities CRC

  

Cotton Australia

  

University of Newcastle

  

Centre for Rural and Remote Mental Health

Meat and Livestock Australia

www.mla.com.au 1800 023 100

CSIRO

http://www.csiro.au/ 1300 363 400

Division of Ecosystem Sciences
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Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation

  

Individuals, Families & Communities
These stakeholders have a number of characteristics in common:

1. They own most of the land in the catchment and must be engaged if all other 
stakeholders are to influence natural resource management,

2. Have a strong sense of place within their land and community.

3. Are generally unlikely to have a lot of time for engagement in natural resource 
management partnerships.

4. They may have interests in direct conflict with the aims of the CMA and other 
natural resource management stakeholders.

Farmers – dryland and irrigated cropping

  

Graziers – sheep, cattle, goats

  

Horticulturalists – pecans, oranges, olives, etc

  

The communities in towns on the Plains

  

The communities in towns on the Slopes
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The communities in towns on the Tablelands

Research Team
The Starfish Research Team for this Report included:

Adam Blakester | Executive Director ~ Lead researcher

David Carr | Stringybark Ecological ~ Lead researcher on tools for partnership and 
collaboration

Kelly Smitham | Director ~ Lead researcher on quality systems

Starfish would like to recognise the significant involvement and support from BRG CMA 
CMA directors, committee members and staff as well as the various organisations and 
experts noted within this report.

Disclaimer

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 
3.0 Unported License.

This document may only be used for the purpose for which it was commissioned and in 
accordance with the contract between Starfish Enterprises Network Limited and Border 
Rivers-Gwydir Catchment Management Authority. The scope of services was defined in 
consultation with Border Rivers-Gwydir Catchment Management Authority, by time and 
budgetary constraints imposed by the client, and the availability of reports and other data 
on the subject area. Changes to available information, legislation and schedules are 
made on an ongoing basis and readers should obtain up to date information.

Starfish Enterprises Network Limited accepts no liability or responsibility whatsoever for or in 
respect of any use of or reliance upon this report and its supporting material by any third 
party. Starfish does not warrant or make any representation about the accuracy or 
suitability of any content in this report noting that the information and opinions expressed 
may not be accurate at the time that the reader has viewed it.

Readers are advised to make their own independent investigations (and seek professional 
legal, financial, technical and other advice) before implementing any conclusion made 
from the information presented in this report.
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Expert & Stakeholder Interviewees
Dr BrianWalker | Research Fellow, Resilience Alliance Program Director & Chair | CSIRO

David Curtis

Dr Francesca Andreoni | Senior Project Officer, Biodiversity & Threatened Species | Namoi 
Catchment Management Authority

Paul Ryan

Dr Peter Schneider | Chief Executive Officer | Healthy Waterways

Dr Steve Hatfield-Dodds | Research Director, Integrated Carbon Pathways | CSIRO

Jeffrey Bell | Natural Resource Analyst | Natural Resources Commission
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