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Pathways to good practicein regional NRM governance

Project overview

Environmental degradation, including biodiversity loss and water quality decline, isamajor problem facing
Australians. Regional delivery of natural resource management (NRM) is the main mechanism to address
such issues. Y et fundamental understandings about the effectiveness and optimal design for regional NRM
governance are lacking. Governance involves considering issues such as representation, authority, and
consultation; it is akey determinant of the capacity of regional NRM institutions to make effective
decisions and integrate decision-making and action across ‘triple bottom line’ concerns. This
interdisciplinary and collaborative project will assess the characteristics and quality of regional NRM
governance, developing guidelines as well as amonitoring and evaluation framework for good-practice
NRM governance at the regional scale. The relationship between governance and sustainability will also be
explored because the structures, processes and val ues that regulate decision-making, the exercise of
authority and engagement of stakeholders strongly determine the prospects for sustainable resource use.
The work will focus on nine regions across south-eastern Australia. The objectives of the project are to:

1. establish atheoretically robust understanding of good regional NRM governance

2. develop aset of principlesfor good regional NRM governance

3. review the literature on the benefits of, and concerns about, regional NRM governance

4. describe regional NRM governance arrangements and structures, with particular reference to our nine
partner regions

5. assessthe quality of NRM governance in our nine partner regions against our governance principles
and related themes

. develop indicators for good regional NRM governance

7. identify aspects of regional NRM governance in our nine partner regions that should be targeted for

improvement

develop guidelines for good practice regional NRM governance

9. establish amonitoring and eval uation framework for regional NRM governance

10. critically re-examine our theoretical position, and to identify what regional organisations can gain from
theory

11. articulate the theoretical relationships between resource condition, sustainability, sustainable
devel opment, sustainable resource use, and good NRM governance

12. identify how good regiona NRM governance might make a difference to regional sustainable resource
use (asindicated by resource condition targets), and to regional sustainable development more
generally.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Significant resources have been invested in developing aregional delivery model for
natural resource management in Australia, involving all levels of government, regional
organizations, local communities and NGOs. The model has been applied across a
diverse range of biophysical, political and geographical environments utilizing a variety
of institutional and organizational arrangements. Except for those states where catchment
management bodies were already formalised, many regional NRM organizations were
established with limited guidance on appropriate governance design and often with
severe time constraints.

It isimportant to spell out good governance principles for regional NRM arrangements
because these arrangements are relatively recent and because sustainable natural resource
useis arelatively new problem that makes novel demands on institutions and
organizations. Principles are needed to inform and to guide the development of
appropriate institutional and policy responses. They can a so serve as standards by which
to judge the quality of regional NRM governance. To date, assessment of the regional
delivery model has been limited to the corporate governance performance of alimited
number of regional organizations, together with some smaller research-based studies of
individual regional bodies.

The primary purpose of this report then is to analyse and identify the elements of good
governance for regional NRM. The key output from the analysisis a set of principles that
can be used as a basis for evaluating and benchmarking regional NRM governance. Four
methods were used to develop these good governance principles.

1. A critica review of the literature was undertaken. Thisidentified arecent shift to a
contemporary form of governance that involves collaborative arrangements to
coordinate and guide decision-making through formal institutions of government and
informal arrangements among government and non-government actors. Linkages
between contemporary governance and NRM were identified and used to guide the
development of governance principles.

2. Examples of good governance principles from avariety of contexts and scales of
governance were analysed to identify components that might be applicable to regional
NRM.

3. Anargument was devel oped for governance principles to be based on ethical and
rational foundations. Ethics and rationality were then used to help identify and justify
principles.

4. A panel was convened to canvass expert opinion on principles for regional NRM
governance.

Integration of the results from these four components generated nine principles for
regional NRM governance (Table 1).



Table 1. Regional NRM governance principles

Principle

How the principle appliesto regional NRM governance

1. Legitimate in the exercise of
authority

Legitimacy refersto the popular acceptance of aregime's authority
to govern. It implies accountability and transparency in decisions
and actions; appropriate regulation through relevant policies and
procedures, compliance with legidative and contractual obligations;
and principled exercise of shared and individual power

2. Inclusive in engagement of people
involved or affected by decision-
making policies and procedures

Governance isinclusive when all those with a stake in governance
processes can engage with them on an equal basis

3. Fair and equitable in recognition
and distribution of costs, benefits
and responsibilities

Actors and institutions are expected to be fair and equitable in the
exercise of the authority conferred on them, in the distribution of
power, creation of opportunities for engagement, treatment of
participants, recognition of diverse values, consideration of current
and future generations, sharing of costs, benefits and responsibilities
of decision-making and action

4. Connected functionally across
governance institutions

Functional connectivity implies systematic coordination across
different scales of government, policy sectors, and regions

5. Consistent in direction across
governance institutions and
instruments

Consistency implies formulation of along-term vision with short- to
medium-term measurable objectives; strategic direction vertically
consistent with arrangements at other governmental levels; and
horizontally consistent policy and management instruments

6. Competent and effectivein
delivering outcomes

This principle refers to effectiveness in improving resource
condition, efficiency of resource use, and the skills and capacities
available to NRM participants

7. Well-informed

Good quality information and communication, and diverse inputs of
knowledge are needed in solving NRM problems

8. Responsive and self-reflexive with
respect to changing circumstances,
knowledge and performance

Responsiveness and self-reflexiveness involve conscious self-
observation and self-reflection about institutions’ and organizations
performance and operating conditionsin order to be aert to and
respond to changes as they occur

9. Durablein ability to account for
varying temporal scalesin social,
institutional and biophysical
processes

Persistence of policy and ingtitutional settingsis necessary to
provide sufficient longevity for policy and institutional learning




1. INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of thisreport is to analyse and identify the elements of good
governance for regional NRM. The key output from the analysisis a set of principles that
will be used as a basis for evaluating and benchmarking regional NRM governance.
Definitions of key terms used in thisreport are given in Appendix 1. Development of a
framework for ongoing governance monitoring and evaluation, including the
identification of suitable and practical indicators, will be addressed in future reportsin
this series.

In devel oping the principles, we draw on academic writing concerning good governance,
and apply this to the policy context of regional NRM. The principles distilled through this
assessment will be integrated with contributions from an expert panel, convened for the
purpose of identifying the principles of good regional NRM governance. We aso argue
for governance principles to be based on ethical and rational foundations. In doing so, we
hope to expand contemporary understandings of good practice regional NRM

governance, as well as, in future reports, the linkages between governance and NRM
outcomes, particularly as they relate to improvements in resource condition.

2. THE EMERGENCE OF NEW GOVERNANCE
We use the word ‘ governance’ to mean:

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 (Graham et al. 2003, p. ii).

Governance has also been interpreted as a mode of governing aongside markets and
bureaucracies (Rhodes 1997). Markets, bureaucracies and governance are the main
modes that modern societies rely on to steer towards common purposes. Contemporary
governance is characterized by collaborative arrangements such as networks,
partnerships, and deliberative forums, used to coordinate and guide decision-making.
Thiswork is accomplished through formal institutions of government and informal
arrangements among government and non-government actors from the private sector and
civil society. The term ‘new governance' (Howlett & Rayner 2006) has emerged as a
descriptor for this mode of governing.

Over recent decades, shifts from government to new governance have become
increasingly apparent. These changes have occurred in a climate of:

increasing complexity, diversity and dynamic change (Kooiman 2000) such that no
single actor has the resources or knowledge to respond to the complexity of current
problems and/or opportunities;

non-linear or threshold effectsin complex environmental systemsthat are a
consequence of industrial activities and result in instability and unpredictability in
global systems— a good example being the development of the ozone hole in polar
regions generated by widespread use of chlorofluorocarbons and related chemicals;



reduced abilities of central governments to capitalize on opportunities or to solve so-
called ‘wicked problems’ —that is, those distinguished by definitional difficulties,
persistence, ubiquity, complexity and irreversibility (Rittel & Webber 1973);

shiftsin power and authority from national to supra-national scales as apparent in the
use of international agreements and conventions and downwards to sub-national and
local scales viathe devolution of formerly central government responsibilities (Pierre
2000); and

simultaneous but contradictory tendencies to change/complexity and stasis/s mplicity,
the ‘dynamics of which promote integration, centralization, and globalization on one
hand, and ... disintegration, decentralization and localization on the other’ (Rosenau
2000, p. 177). The Slow Food Movement is one example: intended to counter the
proliferation of fast food outlets and bolster locally and regionally produced food, it is
also meant to improve self-reliance in local and regional populationsin the face of
global economic restructuring.

Governance has assumed particular significance under conditions of uncertainty and
open-endedness (Stoker 1998) induced by the trends outlined above, so that the tasks of
governing affect the distribution of power, public decision-making, and
citizen/stakeholder engagement in complex ways. Consequently, governance has taken on
anumber of features distinct from conventional government. Key among theseis an
increase in interdependencies among a wide range of actors —thisis particularly evident
in relation to environmental problems. These interdependencies have necessitated greater
interaction among diverse actors from different territories, at multiple governmental
scales. To accommodate them, arange of collaborative governance instrumentsis being
used to integrate and coordinate decision-making, including multi-level, multi-sectoral
and multi-organizational partnerships, ‘joined up’ government and policy networks.

Interdependencies have also meant pressures from an informed citizenry for a greater say
in decisions that affect their lives, with the implication that power should be distributed
more horizontally and exercised less through vertical hierarchical structures. To enable
citizensin general and stakeholdersin particular to participate meaningfully in
government, various quasi-legidative and quasi-judicial governance processes are now
available. Chief among them are deliberative democracy, e-democracy, public
conversations, participatory budgeting, citizen juries, study circles, collaborative policy
making, and alternative dispute resolution (Bingham et al. 2005).

To regulate activities among interdependent actors and facilitate decision-making and
problem-solving among them, arange of horizontal arrangements for governing are
emerging, among them policy networks, partnerships, and communicative forums. Actors
engage in cooperation, coordination and communication. This may involve collaboration
among agencies of public government, private sector businesses and groupsin civil
society, and may combine forma and informal governmenta arrangements. Indeed, much
of the business of government is now being conducted through partnerships between the
public and private sectors or between the public sector and groupsin civil society.



3. NEW GOVERNANCE AND REGIONAL NRM

The familiar means to steer societies — markets and bureaucratic administration — have
enabled the generation of material wealth and solutions to simple problems. However,
neither mode has proved itself at solving more complex and persistent problems such as
youth homelessness, unemployment, poverty, or environmental degradation. In Austraia,
it has been difficult to arrest decline in environmental integrity in the form of dryland
salinity, declining water quality and availability, soil erosion, and biodiversity and habitat
loss, despite considerable funding through the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) and
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) programs and other sources.

An early Australian application of new governance was the Murray Darling Basin
Commission’s Integrated Catchment Management policy, which served as the prototype
for the NHT’ s regional service delivery model. This model utilized amix of market,
regulatory and governance drivers. Here, we are particularly interested in the advantages
of new governance for NRM governance for meeting the challenges of regional NRM.
Particularly promising istheir potential for:

dealing with complexity and uncertainty;

managing interdependencies among diverse actors and fostering connectedness
between diverse interests at different scales and across jurisdictions;
galvanizing and blending resources, skills and purposes more effectively than
conventional government; and

valuing and engaging a greater variety of knowledge.

In following sub-sections, these potential advantages of new governance are scrutinized.
Complexity and uncertainty

Sectors such as agriculture directly rely on the quality of air, water, soil, and arange of
services derived from healthy ecosystems. Ecosystems are characterized by dynamism,
interpenetration and emergent properties (Dryzek 1987) that generate complexity and
uncertainty. In relation to sustainabl e resource use, there is also much uncertainty, firstly
as aresult of past activities generating unintended consequences, some of which like
dryland salinity are already apparent. Secondly, the predicted consequences of global
climate change are likely to introduce further complexity and uncertainty into ecosystems
that are already struggling to adapt and adjust to changing internal and external
conditions (Dryzek 1987). Inevitably, such conditions make particular demands on
human institutions. For instance, institutions must be able to solve problems as they arise
rather than displacing or ignoring them (Davidson & Stratford 2000, Stratford &
Davidson 2002). They must aso foster a culture of learning and experimentation in order
to develop an adaptive capacity (Allan & Curtis 2005).

Theoretically, new governance has the potential to address situations where there may be
unintended consegquences and where issues are characterized by open-endedness and
uncertainty. With their emphasis on processes of learning and experimentation, new
governance approaches signify better ways than other modes of governing to cope with
the uncertainties of climate variability and rural restructuring, for example. It is
imperative to develop a natural resource use governance framework based on learning



and experimentation since rural industry sectors wholly reliant on natural resources are
particular vulnerable to such uncertainties.

Interdependency and connectedness

Interdependencies in the natural resources sector are salient and compelling — those
between and among adjoining landholders, irrigators and other landholders within
catchments, catchment health and landholders’ management practices, and private and
public interests are well-known. These interdependencies have to be managed so that
benefits, burdens and responsibilities are unambiguous and negotiated. Boundaries
between public and private interests are particularly blurred in land and water
management. Public investments in infrastructure and environmenta quality, for
example, are an important component of the value of private land; yet, biodiversity and
conservation values of private land can make significant contributions to the public good.

Participatory governance can provide the cooperation necessary to overcome differences
among actors. Collaboration for practical problem-solving can mean that participants
with different or conflicting interests develop empathy with each other®@interests and
may generate sufficient social capital and shared objectives to implement unpopular but
necessary measures, such as water reforms (Connick & Innes 2003). In this context, the
critical component of socia capital issocial trust, which enhances cooperation by
reducing transaction costs between people. It frees up resources and saves time and
money because individuals do not have to invest in monitoring others; they can trust them
to behave predictably (and with probity). It can also ‘ create a socia obligation — by
trusting someone this engenders reciprocal trust’ (Pretty & Frank 2000, p. 179).

Conseguently, trust is crucial to processes of change and adaptation within human
systems (Olsson et al. 2004). Indeed, if adaptation is conceived as a process of social
renewal — of institutions, knowledge systems, values and practices — then trust can be
interpreted as society’ s adaptive mechanism (Hollings 1995). Moreover, trust is an
important factor in the willingness of individuals to expose themselves to risk (Schmid &
Robison 1995). By implication, its presence increases the likelihood that individuas will
be prepared to adopt new val ues, ideas and practices that are necessary adjuncts of
adaptive behaviour.

Similarly, interdependency creates a need for ingtitutional arrangements to coordinate the
multiple decisions and activities of diverse actors, thereby fostering consistency of
policies and programs across different geographical domains and governmental
jurisdictions. Consistency isimportant to prevent problems being ignored when they arise
or to avert their displacement from one medium to another, from one level of
governmental responsibility to another, or from one place to another. Contemporary
approaches to governance that rely on partnerships can be useful in circumstances such as
these. They are also thought to have potential to address ‘wicked problems’ (Bovaird &
Loffler 2003).

The commentary on partnershipsis mixed (Davidson & Lockwood 2006). Successful
partnerships have abasisin trust and mutua understanding among the parties, a shared
sense of purpose and a sense of the equitable distribution and exercise of power
(Breckenridge 1998, Curtis & Lockwood 2000). While partnerships may help



coordination, reduce duplication, and improve understanding between actors (Greer
2001), some analysts question their representativeness and democratic credentials. They
also query their aptitude for coordination (Bauer 2002), inclusiveness and accountability.
In particular, their advanced problem-solving capacity and ability to generate efficient
outcomes may constitute a ‘ Faustian bargain’, coming at the expense of certain core
values and capacities to govern (Peters & Pierre 2004). In addition, the absence of formal
rules may obscure how power is exercised and mask the agenda of dominant interests.
Geddes (2005) suggests that the real functions of partnerships are to take up the gap left
by contraction of the public sector — when central government responsibilities are shifted
to other actors and levels of governing — and to manage the tensions and contradictions
inherent in the neo-liberal agendal. They are similarly understood asfilling the gap in
provision of collective goods |eft by the deficiencies of regulation and market forces
(Breckenridge 1998).

Resources and expertise

NRM is a collective action problem requiring diverse actors — governments, farmers,
business, communities and NGOs - to integrate their activities to achieve improvements
in the condition of natural resources (and, we argue, the social and institutional processes
that now adhere to their use and protection — their sustainability). Rhodes (2000) claims
that governance modes such as policy networks and partnerships expand the tools
available for policy-making, including expertise and information, by drawing on public,
private and voluntary sectors. Connick & Innes (2003) propose that collaborative
approaches enable recognition of interdependency and allow people to pool knowledge
and devel op shared understandings; thus improving the quality of information about
complex system conditions.

Knowledge

Using contemporary approaches to governance, various actors have the potential to
engage with and value a greater variety of knowledge. Inadequate scientific knowledge
(Head & Ryan 2004) and alack of technologiesto aid its integration across a range of
disciplines (Morrison et al. 2004) have been seen as problematic for regional NRM in
Australia. It is now recognized that sustainable resource use requires inputs of knowledge
from the sciences (both social and physical), from local experience, and from Indigenous
peoples. Public involvement improves the chances that NRM will be implemented by
incorporating local knowledge and ensuring that proposals reflect local conditions and
values (Ryan et al. 2006). Knowledge is particularly important to regional NRM because
of its significance for generating learning, adaptive environments (Folke et al. 2005) and
reducing transaction costs (Heikkila & Gerlak 2005).

1 Key elements of the neo-liberal agenda are privatisation, reliance on markets,
deregulation, reduction is size of government and an emphasis on individual self-reliance.



4. GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES: VIEWS FROM THE LITERATURE

All actions, including natural resource management, have underlying values
which are expressed in principles, that is, fundamental rules that guide our
decisions (Woolcock & Brown 2005, p. 1).

Aswe have indicated, new governance is concerned with the exercise and distribution of
power and responsibilities, the ways in which decisions are taken, and the participatory
practices used to ensure those affected by decision-making are able to have an input.
Governance principles are normative statements that make claims about how steering
should happen and in what direction — that is, how governance actors should exercise
their powers in meeting their objectives. Governance principles are therefore about both
means (how power is exercised) and ends (the results of power) (Graham et al. 2003).

The reasons for articul ating good governance principles may vary according to context. In
that of sustainable natural resource use, their articulation is important because thisis a
relatively new problem that makes novel demands on institutions and policy (Dovers
2005). Issues of integration, coordination and attention to long time scales are the
particular characteristics of environmental and natural resource policy regimes that
necessitate devel opment of new governance arrangements. Traditional policy regimes
that developed incrementally over long periods of time are now beset with

inconsi stencies between policy principles and methods and are unsuited to integration
across sectors or scales. More coordinated governance arrangements that involve
consciously designed policy mixes are called for, but at present principlesto guide the
development of these are lacking (Howlett & Rayner 2006). As part of this devel opment
of appropriate institutional and policy responses, the normative standards or assumptions
underpinning the ideal of sustainable NRM as a policy goal need to be made explicit.

Principles of good governance can aso serve as standards by which to judge the quality
of governance. The challenge isto develop principles that adequately convey the
particular qualities that governing arrangements should possess, while also serving as a
basis for generating the indicators needed to undertake benchmarking, monitoring and
evaluation, the hallmarks of adaptive governance.

Codes for good governance originated in the late 1970s with recognition in the corporate
sector of aneed to improve corporate governance systems following the upheavals
engendered by liberalization and internationalization of economies, as well as from
changes in the ownership structures, increasing shareholder activism, privatization, and
institutional investor growth. Such codes were intended largely to supplement and
compensate for deficiencies in established lega systems. In the absence of an active
regulatory environment, members of the corporate sector sought to improve its legitimacy
by introducing codes of good practice, particularly for company boards. When enacted,
codes contribute to the efficiency and legitimation of private power by improving
accountability practices (Aguilera & Cuervo-Cazurra 2004).

Often with the encouragement of governments keen to privatise public responsibilities,
good governance codes were then extended to the public sphere, particularly in those
sectors where efficiencies in service ddlivery were sought. Private and NGO bodies also
saw the potential of good governance codes to bring civil society into policy-making. As



well, good governance became an academic interest, with publications starting to emerge
from this sector in the early 1990s.

Conseguently, it is possible to discern a number of discourses around the topic. They
have common emphases on accountability, legitimacy, openness, and inclusiveness, as
well as acommon concern with how authority is exercised. At least five discourses have
been identified by Rhodes (1997) and Hirst (2000). First, ‘good governance isused in
the context of economic modernization and promoted by the World Bank and other
international agencies as a condition for donor aid. This discourse is associated with
ideologies of smaller or minimal government, deregulation, global competitiveness, and
liberalization of markets. Second, corporate governance involves codes of ‘ best practice’
recommendations in relation to the behaviour and structure of company boards of
directors. It is designed to improve the quality of board governance and accountability to
shareholders while increasing shareholder value (Aguilera & Cuervo-Cazurra 2004).
Third, New Public Management refers to changes in government service delivery and
functions that involve more ‘steering’ by government and less ‘rowing’. These changes
are associated with concepts such as privatisation, commercialisation and outsourcing
and include introduction of incentive structuresinto public service provision and private
sector management methods to the public sector (managerialism). Fourth, network
governance involves cooperative arrangements through partnerships and deliberative
forums. It represents experiments in democratic practice that could signify new
approaches to building legitimacy for policy through grass-roots involvement but which
also have problems of accountability and demacratic control over their activities. Fifth,
global environmental governance relates to the formation of institutions and regimes
around issues such as globa warming and oceans management.

Diverse discussions allied to global environmental concerns are also taking place around
arrangements to address the sustainability of human and natural systems. Underpinning
sustainability are widely recognized needs for integration, coordination, participation,
continual improvement and precaution. These needs have pronounced and demanding
governance implications (Dovers 2005). Significant Australian contributions to the

devel oping discourse of sustainability governance principlesinclude Bellamy et al.’s
(2002) principles for integrated catchment institutions, Morrison et al.’s (2004) principles
for integration for sustainable development, and Dovers' (2005) principles for
sustainability policy, the last being the most comprehensive discussion to date.

Current usage of governance principles

Governance may be applied in different spaces of collective action. Graham et al. (2003)
identify four: global or international, national, organizational and community spaces. In
therest of this section, we provide examples of good governance principlesin the
international, national, and organizational spaces. From these examples we draw
guidance for regional NRM governance principles.

International space
The concept of good governance has been closely associated with the neo-liberal

governance reform agenda championed by the United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) (1997), the European Commission (EC) (2001), and the World Bank



(Kaufmann, Kraay, & Mastruzzi 2003). The principles of good governance proposed by
these organizations are linked by common emphases on economic growth as the basi's of
development (Table 2).

This economistic notion of good governance arose in the early 1990s as aresult of the
conclusion by aid donors that growth in developing countries depended on good public
management and appropriate political conditions. In the case of donor organizations such
as the World Bank, aid was made conditional on particular understandings of what good
governance entailed (Doornbos 2003). Good governance is promoted as the necessary
solution to reducing corruption particularly in developing countries that are in the early
stages of establishing their democratic credentials (Kaufmann et a. 2003). Y et donor-
oriented discourses of governance may advance prescriptions inappropriate to non-
Western political-cultural contexts. As Doornbos (2003) notes, an academic discourse
informed by cultural sensitivity would take variation asits starting point, unlike policy-
oriented donor discourses that tend to be of the ‘one sizefitsal’ kind. Conditiona good
governance has since proved to be an unrealistic demand, so that governance is now
being more narrowly tied to financial management and aid recipients are being selected
according to their growth rate performance.

Table 2. Principles of good gover nance developed by the World Bank (Kaufmann et
al. 2003), United Nations Development Programme (1997) and European
Commission (2001)

World Bank United Nations Development European Community
Programme
Voice Participation Inclusive approach to
participation
Accountability Accountability Accountability based on clarity

of roles and responsibilities

Political stability and absence of

violence
Government effectiveness Effectiveness and efficiency Policy effectiveness through
timely and proportionate
implementation
Regulatory quality Coherence of policy and action
Rule of law Rule of law
Control of corruption
Equity
Transparency Openness of ingtitutions
Responsiveness
Consensus orientation
Strategic vision

UNDP (1997) closely linked sustainable human development with good governance.
Indeed, devel oping capacity for good governance is seen to be crucial to eliminating
poverty. The organization’s recognition that sustainable human devel opment depends on
more than economic growth leads it to a set of governance principles that is more
comprehensive and humane than the World Bank set (Table 2).

The EC (2001) white paper on governance resulted from acknowledgement of a need to
reform governance in the European Union (EU), to respond to criticisms about the
Commission’s openness, to get different levels of government working together for more



efficient use of resources, to improve flexibility to be able to respond to changing market
conditions, to strengthen alearning culture, to achieve better recognition of EU law, and
to make a better contribution to global governance through enhanced prospects for peace,
growth, employment and social justice. The paper proposed five political principles
(Table 2).

Although there are some commonalities among the three sets of principles—in
participation/voice, accountability and effectiveness —they are largely specific to their
contexts and agendas. Of particular interest to regional NRM isthe EC principle relating
to coherence of policy and action, which reflects the Commission’s structure as aregiona
organization of independent states, whose policies, activities and levels of government
increasingly require coordination. Policy and activity coherence among local, state, and
national governments and regional organizationsis also a particular concern of NRM
governance. Also of interest for sustainable resource use is the UNDP principle of
strategic vision, which is essential for developing the long-term focus necessary to
account for the long time scales relevant to intergenerational equity and natura systems.

At theinternational level, governance principles have also been promulgated for
protected areas. Under the auspices of Parks Canada and the Institute on Governance,
Graham et al. (2003) presented the 2003 World Parks Congress with a set of protected
area governance principles (Table 3). Graham et al. (2003) suggest that these principles,
modelled on those advanced by the UNDP, have a claim to universal recognition on the
basis of their foundation in over 50 years of UN accomplishments in the human rights
field; these achievements having widespread support in the rhetoric if not the practice of
alarge mgjority of UN members.

Each principleis qualified by a number of specifications that are intended to apply across
awide range of circumstances. The authors demonstrate their application across an array
of protected area governance types: management by government, multi-stakehol der
groups, private interests, and by community-based approaches. The features pertinent to
regional NRM governance  appropriate decentralization of decision-making, attention
to strategic direction, the value of effective leadership, the importance of adaptive
management, and the need for expanded notions of accountability and fairness  are
summarised in the last column of Table 3.



Table 3. Governanceprinciplesfor protected areas, their relationship to UNDP principles (Graham et al. 2003) and regional NRM

Governance UNDP principles and related UNDP text on which they are based Featuresrelevant to regional NRM governance

principle

Legitimacy and | Participation —all men and women should have avoice in decision-making, |Inaregiona context, legitimacy implies an appropriate degree of

Voice either directly or through legitimate intermediate institutions that represent decentralization in decision-making so that regional bodies are
their intention. Such broad participation is built on freedom of association and | accountable to local/regional communities and have the powers and
speech, as well as capacities to participate constructively. capacities necessary to perform their functions.

Consensus orientation — good governance mediates differing interests to
reach a broad consensus on what is in the best interest of the group and, where
possible, on policies and procedures.

Direction Strategic vision — leaders and the public have a broad and long-term The benefits of direction reflect the increasing importance of international
perspective on good governance and human development, along with asense | conventions and other environmental agenda, which implies a need for
of what is needed for such development. There is also an understanding of the | consistency —whether in legidation, international convention, or regional
historical, cultural and social complexitiesin which that perspectiveis agreements.
grounded. Demonstration of effective |eadership provides inspiration and vision for

long-term commitment to regional NRM approaches, mobilizes support
for the vision, and pullsin the resources necessary to fulfil investment
plans.

Per formance Responsiveness — ingtitutions and processes try to serve all stakeholders. Performanceis not just about effectiveness and efficiency of the

Effectiveness and efficiency — processes and institutions produce results that
meet needs while making the best use of resources.

organization in producing outcomes; it is also about adaptive management
—the ability to provide for policy learning and adjust actions as part of an
adaptive management strategy.

Accountability

Accountability — decision-makers in government, the private sector and civil
society organizations are accountabl e to the public, as well asto ingtitutional
stakeholders. This accountability differs depending on the organizations and
whether the decision isinternal or external.

Transparency —is built on the free flow of information. Processes,
ingtitutions and information are directly accessible to those concerned with
them, and enough information is provided to understand and monitor them.

Accountability has two purposes — a political purpose to minimize
executive abuse of power, and an operational purpose to ensure that
governing bodies operate effectively and efficiently. Accountability of
NRM managers can be understood more broadly than ssimply that between
sectoral leaders and citizens, and can extend beyond immediate
stakeholders to the global community, future generations and to nature
itself.

Fairness

Equity — all men and women have opportunities to improve or maintain their
wellbeing.

Rule of law — legal frameworks should be fair and enforced impartialy,
particularly the laws on human rights.

The principle of fairness includes but goes beyond the rule of law. It aso
means attention to discriminatory practices, awareness and respect for
Indigenous and traditional knowledge and rights, a favourable balance of
the costs and benefits of management decisions, and equitable human
resource management practices for staff.
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Of more direct interest are the Lisbon Principles of Sustainable Governance, a set of six
principlesinitialy intended as a new paradigm of governance providing guidelines for
governing the use of vulnerable marine and coastal resources, now under increasing
pressure from human activities (Costanza et al. 1999). As these principles are based on an
integrated adaptive management paradigm, where policy-making is conceived as an
iterative, experimental process to account for uncertainty, they are applicable to the
governance of environmental resources more generally. They take account of both ethical
and rational motivations.

Principle 1 (Responsibility) makes clear the ethical imperative to use resources
responsibly; Principle 2 (Scale-matching) takes account of the cross-scale qualities of
environmental resource problems; Principle 3 (Precaution) answers for the need to
exercise caution in the face of uncertainty about the irreversibility of environmental
impacts; Principle 4 (Adaptive management) provides a further response to uncertainty in
environmental resource management through adoption of an approach of continuous
adaptation based on integrating appropriate information on ecological, socia and
environmenta conditions; Principle 5 (Full cost allocation) allows for alocation of the
full internal and external costs and benefits (socia and ecological) of resource use; and
Principle 6 (Participation) mandates engagement of all stakeholdersin the formulation
and implementation of environmental policy decisions to ensure their legitimacy and
appropriate assignment of responsibilities.

National space

At the national level, the good governance standard and framework for public services
developed in the United Kingdom for government and non-government organizations
using public money contains additional elements relevant to regional NRM bodies
(TICGG 2004). The purpose of this framework, which overlaps national and
organizational space, isto assist the understanding of common principles of good
governance, guide their application and improve governance practice. The standard
comprises six core governance principles, each with severa supporting principles (Table
4).

In this exampl e, the influence of New Public Management is apparent in the emphasis on
service delivery, vaue for money, and stakeholder engagement. Similarly, the influence
of corporate sector governance rulesis reflected in prescriptions for clearly defined roles
and functions, executive competence, transparency, access to good information, and
performance evaluation. Implications for the governance of regional NRM organizations
can be found in the standard’ s recognition of abroad range of formal and informal
accountabilities, which may vary according to the status of the governing body — that is,
whether it is elected or appointed, or whether it is self-funding or derivesits funds from
central government. Such factors will determine the closeness of its relationships with
central government and hence the strength of its formal accountabilities. While all public
organi zations are accountable to their public constituencies, this accountability may be of
alessformal nature than that required from their regulators. Active engagement in public
dialogue is an obligatory but not the sole means of discharging informal accountability.

While the absence of astrategic focus is questionable, principles of relevance to NRM
governance not contained in other sets of governance principles are Principle 3 on the
modelling of ethical governance behaviour by decision-makers; Principle 5.1 relating to
the importance of ensuring appropriate skills levels and devel oping capacity among

11



appointed and elected governors; and Principle 5.3, on the need for a balance between
continuity and renewal in the membership of the governing body.

Table4. Good governance standard for public services (TICGG 2004)

Coregovernance principles Supporting gover nance principles
1. Focusing on the organization’s 1.1 Being clear about the organization's purpose and
purpose and on outcomes for citizens its intended outcomes for citizens and service
and service users users
1.2 Making surethat usersreceive a high quality
service
1.3  Making sure that taxpayers receive value for
money
2. Performing effectively in clearly 2.1 Being clear about the functions of the governing
defined functions and roles body

2.2 Being clear about the responsibilities of non-
executives and the executive, and making sure that
those responsibilities are carried out

2.3  Being clear about relationships between governors

and the public
3. Promoting values for the whole 3.1  Putting organizational valuesinto practice
organization and demonstrating good
governance through behaviour 3.2 Individual governors behaving in ways that
uphold and exemplify effective governance
4. Taking informed, transparent 4.1 Being rigorous and transparent about how
decisions and managing risks decisions are taken
4.2  Having and using good quality information,
advice and support
4.3  Making sure that an effective risk management
system isin operation
5. Developing the capacity and 5.1  Making sure that appointed and elected governors
capability of the governing body to be have the skills, knowledge and experience they
effective need to perform well
5.2  Developing the capability of people with
governance responsibilities and evaluating their
performance, as individuals and as a group
5.3  Striking abalance, in the membership of the
governing body, between continuity and renewal
6. Engaging stakeholders and making 6.1 Understanding formal and informal accountability
accountability real relationships

6.2  Taking an active and planned approach to
dialogue with and accountability to the public

6.3  Taking an active and planned approach to
responsihility to staff

6.4  Engaging effectively with institutional
stakeholders

Organizational space

Within organizationa space, there are two examples of current usage with e ements
worthy of attention. First, is the set of governance principles for sustainability released in
2004 by the Government of British Columbia s Ministry for Sustai nable Resource
Management (M SRM) (2004) (Table 5). The purpose of these governance principles,
which arein line with the government’s commitment to sustainability, is to guide the
development of strategic resource management plans and policies, and to ensure that
sustainability is incorporated into the framing of the latter. The principles act as agents of
integration among the Ministry’s goals to ensure (1) the sustainable economic
development of land and resources; (2) effective delivery of integrated, science-based
land, resource and geographic information; and (3) sound governance of land and
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resource management. They fit within an overarching direction provided by the
provincial government’s strategic plan (MSRM 2004).

From a critical perspective, the shared responsibility standard could first be interpreted as
the devolution of responsibility from central government to other actors. While the need
to be adaptive and open to new ways of thinking and acting is encapsul ated within the
standard for continua improvement and innovation, its expression in the language of
New Public Management may limit its potential if entrepreneurial behaviour is not
tempered by along-term perspective and a respect for ecosystem processes and cycles. As
well, although elements of sustainability governance relevant to regional NRM
organizations are addressed, not included is recognition of interconnectedness among
actors, sectors, agencies, scales and territories; neither is the need for governance
arrangements capabl e of coordinating and integrating policy-making and its
implementation.

Notwithstanding the neo-liberal and corporate influences evident in their language
(smaller government, improving the investment climate, being entrepreneuria) and
expressed in e ements such as competitiveness, deregulation, and administrative
efficiency, these principles and their associated implications encapsul ate many of the
normative elements necessary for sustainable resource governance. These areitemized in
the right hand column of Table 5 but elements of particular note may be briefly
summarized as the need to create certainty in an environment of uncertainty;
consideration of future generations' interests; openness to new ways of thinking; use of
adaptive management techniques; meaningful consultation; management of tradeoffs;
conflict resolution; stakeholder inclusiveness; and use of collaborative approaches.

Second, is the set of corporate governance principles produced by consultants to the
Departments of Environment and Heritage and Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry
(DEH/DAFF) as part of an evaluation of governance arrangements among Australian
regional NRM organizations funded under the NHT and NAP programs (DEH/DAFF
2005). The principles comprise one component of atoolkit for a better practice model for
the governance of regional NRM bodies (Table 6). The toolkit also includes a set of
corporate governance guidelines to be used as a quick overview by chairs of boards and
CEOs and a corporate governance competencies checklist, which is adetailed list of
criteriato enable boards to assess performance of their organizations and identify
improvement opportunities within them.
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Table5. Governance principlesfor sustainable resource management (adapted
from MSRM 2004)

Strategic direction

Sustainability gover nance principles

Implications for regional NRM governance
instruments

Certainty is about
improving access to
public land and
resources,
streamlining
decision-making;
seeking to
accommodate First
Nations interests;
improving public
land management;
improving the
investment climate;
and ensuring access
to markets.

Certainty —making timely and clear
decisions within a predictable and
understandabl e framework

Establish structures with logical, organized,
reliable, consistent and predictable decision-
making processes; use clear timelines and
unambiguous language; recognize existing
rights; ensure consultation processes contribute
to certainty of resource management

Competitiveness — ensuring that British
Columbia remains international ly
competitive by removing barriersto
investment and promoting open trade

Remove unnecessary taxes and subsidies;
simplify planning processes; improve
availability of information; reduce regulation
and trade barriers; foster research and
innovation; provide appropriate infrastructure

Efficiency —focused and efficient delivery
of government services and maximizing
the net benefits arising from the allocation,
development and use of natural resources

Ensure effective delivery of government
services; minimize administrative requirements;
ensure optimal use of public resources now and
in the future; consider the TBL & future
generations' interests

Accountable and
Responsive
Government is
about setting clear

Accountability — arelationship between
government and citizens that establishes
the responsibility of governing entities to
govern and manage public resources

Set clear standards for how government does its
business; monitor and enforce those standards;
report on performance to the public

standards and according to effective and fair standards
ensuring those Continual improvement & innovation — | Be open to new approaches, ways of thinking,
standards are being | learning from the past, adapting to change, | skills and technologies in an ongoing fashion;
met through encouraging innovation & being use monitoring and eval uation techniques and
monitoring, entrepreneurial adaptive management
enforcement, Science -based decision-making — making | Ensure decisions are based on the best
auditing and justifiable decisions informed by science- | information, are defensible, and based on well-
reporting. based information and risk management tested scientific procedures for risk
management, and prediction; utilize local,
traditional or other types of knowledge as well
as scientific knowledge; apply a no-risk
approach in the absence of definitive
information
Transparency — establishing open and Provide understandable, relevant information;
transparent decision-making processesthat | be honest through consultation and decision-
consider First Nations, the public and other | making processes; provide adequate input
key interests opportunities; ensure explanation of rationales
for decisions; provide for review
Shared Inclusion — ensuring the interests & rights | Employ meaningful consultation and ensure the
Stewardship is of al parties are understood and addressed | participatory involvement of all affected
about working stakeholders
cooperatively to I ntegration — ensuring that decisions Ensure simultaneous consideration of the
achievea integrate economic, environmental and impacts of decisions on social, economic and

sustainable future
by shifting towards
results based
approaches,
providing incentive
and taking into
account economic,
environmental and
social objectives.

socia elements, while considering the
limits of each, for the benefit of present
and future generations

environmental elements aswell as present and
future interests; provide for the management of
trade-offs between conflicting goal's

Shared responsibility — encouraging co-
operation among First Nations; federal,
provincial and local governments;
academics; industry and non-governmental
organizations in developing and
implementing policies

Involve as many stakeholders as possible in
decision-making; foster
cooperative/collaborative approaches; ensure
timely and consistent outcomes; avoid
responsibility shifting
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Table 6. Proposed governance principlesfor regional bodies funded under NAP
and NHT (adapted from DEH/DAFF 2005, p. 67)

Governance Principle Description

1. Clarity of rolesand The roles and responsibilities of the Board, Board committees, the

responsibilities

chair, the CEO and the management team are clearly identified
and communicated to Board members and staff

. Board and management
competence

The Board and the management team have the skills and
experience and are structured to conduct the business of the
organization efficiently and effectively

. Ethical and responsible
decision-making

The organization has processes in place to ensure that all actions,
behaviours and decisions of the Board and staff are ethical,
responsible, transparent and accountable

. ldentify and manage risks The organization has appropriate mechanismsin place to identify
and manage the risks to achieving its key business objectives
. Enhance performance The organization fosters a culture of performance amongst Board

members and staff by defining, measuring, reporting and
reviewing individual and collective performance regularly

. Respect the interests of al
relevant stakeholders

The organization identifies all of its stakeholders, has appropriate
mechanisms and processes to engage them in its activities, and
enjoys their confidence

. Compliance with al relevant
legidative and accountability
reguirements

The organization complies with al relevant legidative,
contractual, reporting and accountability requirements

. Informed strategic foresight

The organization develops and implements clear planning,
strategy setting, resourcing and monitoring to operatein a
changing business and regulatory environment

. Robust management

The organization establishes and maintains an adequate control

environment framework, including relevant policies and procedures
(operational, HR and financial), appropriate tools and systems and
robust and transparent management processes
10. Stewardship The organization exercises its responsibilities on behalf of the

region and the resources it uses are held in trust. The organization
ensures that its capacity to serve the public interest is maintained
or improved over time, including in relation to its financial

sustai nability, the efficient and effective management of
resources, and the trust placed in the organization by the
community and its funding providers

While the governance principlesin this last set reflect to some degree the influence of
public administration, our analysis suggests that the predominantly private sector origin
of this best practice model has constrained the interpretation of regional NRM
governance. As aresult, the principles selected to eval uate the governance arrangements
of regional NRM bodies have missed important aspects of this governance domain. For
example, the need to be adaptive to a changing business and regulatory environment is
recognized in Principle 8 but not the need to plan for and foster the use of adaptive
management approaches in changing and challenging biophysical environments.
Similarly, while compliance with relevant legislative, contractual, reporting and
accountability requirements is mandated, these are not elaborated, suggesting that
accountability isinterpreted narrowly in the vertical sense while the existence of informal
horizontal accountability to constituent communities and other stakeholders goes
unrecognized. As well, although the need for appropriate data management systems and
their security is acknowledged in the corporate governance guidelines, the significance of
knowledge management for regional NRM governance is not readily apparent.

Interestingly, the evaluation process conducted among the eight case study regions and a
subsequent literature review convinced the consultants of the importance of community
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and stakeholder involvement and stewardship, leading them to reconfigure the principles
to include these elements.

Summary of governance principles from the literature

Table 7 summarizes conclusions drawn from examples of the current use of governance
principles that are especially relevant to regional NRM governance. These conclusions
take into account the numerous challenges of sustainable resource use, multiple
uncertainties, diverse stakeholder constituencies, and novel demands on institutional and
organizational arrangements. In addition to these standards, we highlight elements of the
core governance principles - legitimacy, accountability, participation/inclusion,
transparency and effectiveness — developed for other contexts that have application in the
regional NRM context. For example, effective decentralization of genuine decision-
making power is clearly an issue for the perceived legitimacy of regional NRM
organizations (Moore & Rockloff 2006). Similarly, the appointed boards of such
organizations must deploy less conventional ways of discharging accountability than are
available through direct democratic processes.

At this point it is appropriate to note the existence of several state-based standards either
to guide catchment management authorities in delivering best practice natural resource
management (Natural Resources Commission 2005) or to assist the corporate governance
practices and policy-making processes and procedures of regional NRM organizations
(Government of South Australia 2004). Aspects of these guides overlap with the
framework being devel oped here and will be addressed in Report 2 where we will discuss
the present status of NRM governance in Australia and in Report 6 where we will detail a
monitoring and eval uation framework for best practice regional NRM governance. In this
report, we are confining the discussion to a general framework of principles for regional
NRM governance.

In our consideration of the foregoing sets of principles, we have indicated a number of
limitations, largely emanating from their corporate sector origins. Although some
regional NRM organizations say that they are struggling with corporate governance
requirements (Regional Implementation Working Group 2005) and athough improved
corporate performance is important for individual organizations, our main conclusion is
that if regional delivery of NRM isto achieveits principal objective of sustainable
resource use, then governance for regional NRM has to be conceived more broadly than
corporate governance frameworks allow. To be capable of responding to the manifold
challenges of sustainable resource use mentioned above — problem complexity, multiple
uncertainties, and diverse stakeholder constituencies —institutional and organizational
arrangements for regional NRM should have regard for a broader range of governance
standards. Most importantly, since we have defined regional NRM as comprising the
regional organizations as well astheir relationships to other governmental authorities and
stakeholders, principles for regional NRM governance should include criteria that reflect
the governance of relationships among the different regional NRM actors.

16



Table 7. Synopsisof principlesfrom existing usage of good gover nance codes

relevant to regional NRM gover nance
Governance Guidancefor regional NRM governance principles Sour ces
Principles

Accountability

Clarifiesroles & responsibilities

Has a political purpose to control the abuse of executive
power as well as securing effective operation

Can extend beyond immediate stakeholders to the global
community, future generations & to nature per se

Can be formal and informal or vertical and horizontal
Governing bodies have a responsibility to manage public
resources effectively and fairly

DEH/DAFF (2005), EC
(2001), TICGG (2004),
Graham et a. (2003),
TICGG (2004), MSRM
(2004)

Transparency Is built on the free flow of information UNDP (1997), EC
Requires openness of institutions (2001), TICGG (2004),
Requires informed & transparent decision-making MSRM (2004)
Requires transparent decision-making processes with
relevant information, honesty in consultation, adequate
input opportunities, explanation & review
Inclusiveness/ All stakeholders should be engaged in the formulation & | Kaufmann et al. (2003),
participation implementation of decisions EC (2001), UNDP
Interests and rights of all stakeholders are understood and | (1997), MSRM (2004),
addressed DEH/DAFF (2005),
Interests of all stakeholders are respected through Costanza et a. (1999)
appropriate engagement processes
Effectiveness Refers to government and policy effectiveness and Kaufmann et al. (2003),
efficiency UNDP (1997), EC
Effectiveness is more than producing outcomes; it also (2001), Graham et al.
relates to adaptive management strategies — providing (2003)
policy learning and adjusting actions as needed
Efficiency Processes and ingtitutions produce results that meet needs | UNDP (1997), MSRM
while making the best use of resources (2004)
Net benefits of the alocation, development and use of
natural resources are maximised
Strategic vision Leaders and the public have a broad and long-term UNDP (1997), Graham
perspective on good governance et al. (2003), DEH/DAFF
Effective |eadership provides inspiration and vision for (2005)
long-term commitment
Informed strategic foresight isrequired, with planning,
strategy-setting, resourcing and monitoring capabilities
Equity/fairness All men & women should have opportunitiesto improve | UNDP (1997), Graham
or maintain their well-being et al. (2003)
Requires respect for Indigenous & traditional knowledge
and rights, fair sharing of costs & benefits of
management decisions
Compliance Requires compliance with all relevant legislative & Kaufmann et al. (2003),
accountability requirements DEH/DAFF (2005)
Subsidiarity Appropriate degree of decentralization of decision- Graham et al. (2003)
making with appropriate powers & capacities
Consistency Consist with international conventions, national Graham et al. (2003), EC
legidation/policy, and regional agreements (2001)
Coherence of policy and action
Ethical Promotion of organizational values and demonstrating TICGG (2004),
behaviour good governance behaviour DEH/DAFF (2005)
Board and management staff behave ethically,
responsibly, transparently and accountably
Capacity- Appointed governors have the skills, knowledge and TICGG (2004),
building experience to be effective DEH/DAFF (2005)

Board and management are competent to conduct
business effectively and efficiently
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Table 7 (continued)

Governance
Principles

Guidancefor regional NRM governance principles

Sources

Certainty

Timely and clear decisions within a predictable and
understandable framework for certainty of resource
management

MSRM (2004)

Adaptive
management

Ongoing learning and adaptation to change; openness to
innovation for continual improvement

Adaptive improvement as a decision-making goal in the
context of environmental uncertainty

MSRM (2004), Costanza
et al. (1999)

Knowledge-
based

Defensible and informed decisions based on scientific,
local and traditional knowledge

MSRM (2004)

Integration

Decisions integrate economic, environmental and socia
elements, and the interests of future generations
Decision-makers continuously gather and integrate
ecological, socia and economic information

MSRM (2004), Costanza
et al. (1999)

Stewardship

Cooperation among | ndigenous peoples, governments,
academics, industry and NGOs in devel oping and
implementing policies
Access to environmental resources carries
responsibilities to use them sustainably, efficiently and
equitably

Exercising responsibilities on behalf of the region and of
its resources held in trust

MSRM (2004), Costanza
et al. (1999), DEH/DAFF
(2005)

Risk
management

Mechanisms to identify and manage risks
Decisions informed by well-tested scientific procedures
for risk management

DEH/DAFF (2005),
MSRM (2004)

Scale-matching

Decisions on environmental resources (i) assigned to
institutional levels that maximize ecological input, (ii)
ensure the flow of ecological information between
institutions, (iii) take ownership & actorsinto account,
(iv) internalise costs and benefits

Costanza et al. (1999)

Precaution

Decisions should err on the side of caution in the face of
multiple uncertainties

Costanza et al. (1999)

Such an approach to resource use and management implies governance standards that

advance:

integration of policies, programs, projects and funding regimes,
coordination of multiple actors with diverse needs in policy-making, across
different levels of government, territories, and policy and societal sectors;
scale-matching;

inclusiveness of adiverse stakeholder constituency;
fair sharing of costs, benefits and responsibilities of NRM decisions;
accounting for the needs of future generations,
accounting for long time scales,
capacity-building;

integration of diverse knowledge sources, including local, Indigenous and
scientific knowledge;
precaution;

a stewardship approach to the care and use of natural resources, biodiversity and
ecosystem processes; and
self-reflexivity of institutions and flexibility within organizations to be able to
adapt to changing knowledge and conditions.
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In the next section we explore some crucial motivations behind governance principles. In
Section 7, we integrate these ideas with those gained from the literature and from insights
provided by the members of an expert panel convened to develop a set of governance
principles specific to regional NRM (Section 6).

5. GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES: ETHICAL AND RATIONAL MOTIVATIONS

Ethics and rationality provide twin bases to analyse and justify the key institutions and
processes of contemporary liberal democratic societies such as Australia. Here, judicial
systems are motivated by ethical concerns about who has rights to liberty and property,
for example. Those systems aso employ rationally based procedures to give effect to
these values. Markets are founded on property rights and the idea of benefit
maximization. Democratic government can be similarly understood as arational system
designed to advance the fair and equitable representation of citizen interests. Ethics and
rationality are therefore appropriate bases for devel oping governance principles. The
ethical and rational underpinnings of governance principles need to be made explicit so
that they can guide the conscious design of the new governance arrangements needed to
address the complex problems of sustainable resource use at the regiona scale.

In this section, we review motivations for ethical conduct in order to establish the
normative content of principles for NRM governance on the understanding that
“governance and ethics are natural bedfellows. Both share a common preoccupation with
what ‘ought’ to be done” (Macqueen 2006, p. 4). Two key sources of ethical obligation
arerights and intrinsic values. We a so examine rationalities likely to give effect to the
range of ethical values applicable to sustainable resource governance.

Principlesinformed by a combination of values, rights, and rationalities relevant to
particular contexts can be used to guide the design of governance institutions likely to
produce social outcomes desired for that context. The genera relationships among ethics,
values and value judgements, rationality, principles and good governance design are
represented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Governance principles. foundational motivations

Ethics Rationalities
v \4
Rights Value judgements
Values - 5 (choices regarding ethics
Moral community and rationalities)
A\ 4
Principles
A 4
Desired social outcomes |¢ Good governance design
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Ethics and governance principles

Ethics are born out of interactions between different agents. ... Ethics
are also founded on the aspirations of different agents. ... Ethics arise
out of interaction between different realms of aspirations (Macqueen
2006, p. 4).

An ethic can be defined as ‘a comprehensive, coherent set of principles of obligation and
value' (Pluhar 1983, p. 47). Because ethics investigates what is of moral value and hence
worthy of ‘moral consideration’, the values so defined can thus help to fashion principles
or rulesto guide action. The scope of the moral community (those who have the capacity
to extend moral consideration) defines the boundaries of ethical consideration within it.

The ethics of sustainable regional NRM involves analysing the values held by those with
a stake in sustaining the condition of the natural resource base and then devel oping
principles that serve those values. Stakeholder aspirations can be geared towards the
individual or the collective. These encompass arange of motivations  to use resources
for subsistence purposes, to exploit them for profit, to enhance socia well-being, to
protect the resource base to benefit the life chances of other species as well as our own, or
to protect the resource condition for future generations. The challenge for sustainable
resource governance is to ensure that, while individua interests and va ue-judgements are
accorded due recognition, collective aspirations and values prevail over the longer-term.
Collective aspirations need to be based on higher cosmopolitan values and norms than
those for the individual (Macqueen 2006).

Principles deal with what ought to happen based on established values or value
judgements — these indicate the ideal types of character, motive, action and consequences
that can be expected of, in this case, governance institutions. They are fundamental
guides for our decisions (Woolcock & Brown 2005). Governance principles are
normative statements that make claims about how governing or steering should happen
and in what direction —that is, how governance actors should exercise their powersin
meeting their objectives. Governance principles are therefore about both means (how
power is exercised) and ends (the results of power) (Graham et al. 2003).

For good governance, the full complement of values that guide how power is exercised
and the results produced by its exercise should receive consideration. In the case of

sustai nability-focussed governance, particular classes of values could be expected to
prevail over others so that principles for the good governance of sustainable resource use
would most likely reflect higher-order collective aspirations for responsible, other-
regarding, future-oriented, democratic and equitable processes and outcomes. However,
good governance also involves ongoing negotiation among the diverse va ue sets of the
moral community.

Ethics: rights and governance principles

Rights-based ethics involve a claim to something and against someone, which is
recognized either through legal rule or by the principles of an enlightened conscience
(Feinberg 1974). Since the liberal revolutions of the 17" and 18™ centuries, rights have
been a strong driver for principles of governance. Many of the civil (freedom of speech,
the right to own property and the right to justice), political (participation in decision-
making processes through voting), and socia (rights to economic welfare sufficient for
full participation in social life) rights of citizenship that evolved in nation-states through
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this period (Marshall 1950; see also Davidson 2004) are now expressed as universal
human rights and supported by international agreements including the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (United Nations 1948) and the UN International Covenant
on Civil and Palitical Rights (United Nations 1966). Such rights engage with matters we
have raised earlier in relation to governance, including legitimacy, inclusion, fairness and
equity. Thus rights-based motivations can be used to underpin governance principles.

Human rights include the right to life, liberty and security of person (Articles 3-5 of the
Declaration). Giving effect to such rights can be argued to imply a general right to access
to basic resources such as clean water, air and soil (Macpherson 1978). Article 29 of the
Declaration a so circumscribes the exercise of human rightsin that they:

... shall be subject only to such limitations as are determined by law solely for the
purpose of securing due recognition and respect for the rights and freedoms of
others and of meeting the just requirements of morality, public order and the
general welfare in ademocratic society.

Thus the Declaration places collective legal, economic and socid justice, as determined
by ademocratic political process, as alegitimizing mechanism to impose constraints on
individual freedom. Social justice can be interpreted as the right of individuals and
communities to self-representation and autonomy; participation as equal partners
throughout policy processes; and self-determination (Taylor 2000). Rights to self-
determination are afeature of the Covenant:

All peoples have the right of self-determination. By virtue of that right they freely
determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and
cultural development (Article 1).

Article 19 of the Covenant concerns the right of al to hold opinions without interference;
to have freedom of expression; and to have freedom to seek, receive and impart
information and ideas of al kinds. Correlative duties exist to respect the rights or
reputations of others. Under Article 25, every citizen has the right and the opportunity to
take part in the conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen
representatives; and to vote and to be elected at genuine periodic elections that shall be
by universal and equal suffrage. Governance arrangements should respect these freedoms
and preserve these opportunities.

Property ownership is another relevant class of right. All ownership concepts are ideas
established and constrained by individuals and/or communities through governance.
During the modern period, property rights have been a particularly powerful forcein
conferring legitimacy on individual claims and in acting as a check on centralized power.
Private property givesindividuals the right to undertake socially acceptable uses and
places on them a duty to refrain from unacceptable ones, such as polluting a watercourse
that infringes a downstream property owner’ s rights. Property ownership also places on
non-owners a duty to refrain from preventing socially acceptable uses and aright to
expect that only socialy acceptable uses will occur (Martin & Verbeek 2002). Together,
these rights suggest consideration of fairness in sharing the costs, benefits and
responsibilities of NRM decisions.
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Ethics: values and governance principles

One of the most complex ethical debates about NRM is whether human actions that
affect the natural world can be assessed solely in terms of the consequences they have for
humans, or whether nature itself needs to be taken into account. Advocates of the former
view (for example Passmore 1974) argue that nature is a resource, a means to satisfy
human ends. From the early 1970s, a contrary view emerged in the environmental ethics
literature (for an overview see, for example, Vilkka 1997) that argued nature should not
be considered in purely instrumental terms, but aso has intrinsic value2. From this
perspective, amoral being must consider the effects his or her actions have on any entity
that is deemed to possess intrinsic value, human or non-human (Goodpaster 1978). The
recognition of such intrinsic valueis required for a non-instrumental environmental ethic,
which is predicted to provide better outcomes for nature, ecosystem processes, habitats,
species and systems. Acceptance that nature can have intrinsic value makes necessary the
development of moral principlesto guide our interactions with nature (Callicott 1986,
Regan 1981, Rolston 1975). Such principles can be found, for example, in notions such
as ‘duty of care’ and ‘stewardship’.

An environmental duty of care requires duty holders and responsible persons to take all
reasonable and practical steps to prevent harm to both humans and non-humans. While
common law applications focus on harms to people and their property (nuisance,
trespass), legislated duties can also encompass obligations to the environment itsel f
(Young et al. 2003). Definition of custodial obligations according to aduty of care can be
supported by new governance frameworks to give effect to these duties, together with
consent-based custodial recognition by which the resource owner is paid by the
community (typically through government) to preserve particular values (Martin &
Verbeek 2002).

Rationality and governance principles

Rationalities in various forms are used to give effect to values, instrumental or intrinsic.
Instrumental rationality demands logical relations between means and ends, and
prescribes how to decide on right action. Rationality in economics, for example, can be
characterized by internal consistency of choices to maximize self-interest. Such
approaches assume one politically uncontentious optimal state (Rydin 2003). The ends
justify the means, and little or no consideration is given to how the ends are established,
or to their relative significance or validity. Substantive rationality is more general in that
it requires consideration of the relative importance of ends. Here reason demands a
logical end or objective, justifiable by acceptable arguments. Substantively rational
decisions require decision-makers to give reasons, justified through argument, to support
acourse of action (Alexander 2000).

Rationality can be further characterized according to the quality of argument. Thisisa
communicative rationality concerned about the quality of communication such that
decisions and actions are rational only if they arise from circumstances where al actors
have been able to express themselves without inhibition or constraint, and where
outcomes are freely accepted by al participants. Healey (1997) draws on Habermas'
(1981) theory of communicative rationality, according to which judgments are made
about the quality of communication using criteria such as honesty, clarity, sincerity, as

2An entity has instrumental value insofar asit is a means to some other end. An entity has
intrinsic value if itisan end initself (O®eill 1992).
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well as lack of distortion, manipulation and deception. This approach has been criticized
as an unreadlistic ideal that failsto address fundamental issues of power (Allmendinger
2002, Flyvberg & Richardson 2002). Nonetheless, as an ideal it provides guidance for
establishing conditions under which a resolution of contentions over governance issues
might occur. Communicative rationality has particular application first, in policy contexts
such as sustainabl e resource management, where the complexity of problems and the
diversity of interests indicate a need for high quality communication among stakeholders;
and second, in governance contexts where policy effectivenessis dependent on the trust
generated by authentic stakeholder participation (Craig & Vanclay 2005, Selman 2001,
Stratford & Davidson 2002).

Summary

An appropriate value system for sustainable NRM governance would emphasize higher-
order collective aspirations such as the importance of genuine participatory involvement
and availability of high quality communication, exercising aduty of care towards the
interests/rights of non-human entities and future generations, while attending to global
equity by securing the fair sharing of costs, benefits and responsibilities of resource
decisions. The overall objective of such avalue system would be the utilization of
resources in ways that sustain the productivity of vegetation, water, soils, components of
biodiversity and ecosystem processes over the longer-term.

6. GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES: VIEWS FROM AN EXPERT PANEL

Given the foregoing analyses and conclusions about governance principles and
motivations, we now set about developing a set of governance principles to advance
NRM at the regional level. These principles are intended to provide an account of the
governance issues confronting regional NRM that is more comprehensive than any
existing set can offer. To aid our deliberations, we convened an expert panel, as described
in this section.

Expert panel method

Our expert panel was modelled on a technique known as the Delphi method. This method
is named after the Rand Corporation Project Delphi, which aimed to obtain areliable
consensus of expert opinion using a series of questionnaires and iterative feedback
(Dakey 1963). Linstone & Turoff (1975, p. 3) define Delphi as ‘amethod for structuring
agroup communication process so that the process is effective in allowing a group of
individuals, as awhole, to deal with acomplex problem’. They go on to describe the
means to accomplish this structured communication as involving eliciting (often
anonymously) individual contributions of information or knowledge, feedback of these to
participants, presentation of a group judgment or view, opportunity for individuals to
revise views, and arrival at afina group judgment or view.

Okoli & Pawlowski (2004) identify the key stepsin a Delphi process as being design by
the researchers of an initial questionnaire; selection of an appropriate group of experts,
survey administration and analysis of responses; design of another survey based on the
responses,; administration of the second survey, which often gives respondents an
opportunity to revise their original responses and answer new questions based on results
from the first survey; and the reiteration of the process until respondents reach a
satisfactory degree of consensus. Typically three rounds are used.
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The method has been used in various contexts to address complex problems that require
the employment of specialist judgment. Environmental applications include the
identification of key species that need to be focused on as part of open space planning
(Hess & King 2002), the assessment of fisheries water and lake-level requirements
(Taylor & Ryder 2003) and the exploration of convergences and divergencesin
contemporary thinking about ecology (Wallington & Moore 2005). Two major types of
applications have been identified: forecasting and scenario development and
concept/framework development. The research reported here fits into the latter category,
which typically involves identifying and elaborating upon a set of concepts before
developing a classification of their key characteristics or components (Okoli &
Pawlowski 2004).

The Delphi process was deployed for this project in the following manner. The research
team selected panel members on the basis of conformity with as many of the following
criteriaas possible: familiarity and/or experience with principles of good governance,
regional sustainability research, theories of governance, institutional analysis,
local/regional governance, sub-national/national governments, NGOs, and Indigenous
NRM. Seven potential panel members were approached, six of whom agreed to
participate although for varying reasons a final group of four was available to participate
on the panel.

Expert panel results

In thefirst of three rounds, panel members were provided with background information
on the project and a synopsis of pertinent governance literature. They were then asked to
suggest a set of general governance principles, independent of any particular context;
articulate the identified principlesin more detail by introducing specific content related to
Australian regional NRM; indicate the relative importance of each principle; and make
any explanatory or critica comments.

The compilation of Round 1 responses identified eleven governance principles, each of
which was interpreted for its application to the regional NRM context. This compilation
was returned to the panel for comment and was accompanied by interpretive notes
(Appendix 2). Analysis of Round 2 responses resulted in classification of governance
principles into three groups: first, a core set of five universal governance principles
applicable in any governance context and motivated either by ethical imperatives,
procedural rules or instrumental purposes; second, a set of five sectoral governance
principles reflecting sustainability imperatives; and third, a set of six operational
governance principles indicating probity and capacity/competence requirements and
having atheoretical heritage in the corporate governance model (Appendix 3).

The compilation of insights from Round 2 was returned to the expert panel for athird set
of responses. By this stage, comment was minimal and the research team undertook some
reclassification of the sets of principlesto improve consistency. It was apparent that each
of the three sets of principles could be interpreted as being underpinned by the ethical and
rational motivations described in Section 5. Integration of the expert panel results with
understandings gained from the literature and consideration of underlying motivationsis
described in the next section.
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7. GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES: INTEGRATION AND RESULTS

In this section, we present a set of good governance principles that, while having wider
applicability, are designed to meet the needs of regional NRM governance. It should be
noted here that, while the process used to formulate these principles has conferred a
degree of conceptual validity on them, their practical application is yet to be tested with
our partner regional and state organizations. The nine principles are summarised in
Figure 2 and described in more detail below. Recall that they were developed by
integrating:

understandings of new governance and their application to regional NRM devel oped
in Sections 2 and 3;

governance principles presented in Section 4,

consideration of the ethical and rational motivations discussed in Section 5; and
adaptation of the principles suggested by our expert panel process (Section 6).

Figure2. Summary of governance principles, their derivation and use

Governance Under standings of new
principles governance asit applies
from the toregional NRM
literature

! !

Principlesfor regional NRM governance

1. Legitimate in the exercise of authority
2. Inclusive in engagement of peopleinvolved or affected
by decision-making policies and procedures

3. Fair and equitablein sharing of responsibilities, aswell
as recognition and distribution of costs and benefits with
respect to current and future generations of humans and

Views of the
expert panel

Human rights, rights to self-determination and property rights, together with

A 4

non-humans

4. Connected functionally across governance institutions
. Consistent in direction across institutional actors and

instruments

6. Competent and effective in delivering outcomes
7. Wdll-informed
8. Responsive and self-reflexive with respect to changing

circumstances, knowledge and performance

. Durablein ability to account for varying temporal scales

in social, institutional and biophysical processes

; ¥

Ethical
Motivations

Rational
M otivations

NRM
Governance

Indicators

instrumental, substantive and communicative rationality, provide a motivating force for
the governance principles. Aswell as considering the principles offered in Tables 2 to 6,
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we also had regard to particular governance challenges for regional NRM — ensuring
boards are representative, inclusive and accountable to all stakeholders for activities and
actions; ensuring that private interests don’'t trump public interests; accepting that
cooperation may not be as efficient as conventional decision-making modes; ensuring the
availability of adequate conflict management measures so that processes are not
immobilized but conflict is used creatively; and ensuring adequate knowledge and its
integration.

Elaboration of principles
1. Legitimate in the exercise of authority

In this section, aswell as ageneral discussion of legitimacy relevant to governance, we
pay attention to particular dimensions of legitimacy pertinent to regional NRM
governance that emerged during the course of our investigations. These include:

accountability and transparency in decisions and actions;
appropriate regulation through relevant policies and procedures;
compliance with legislative and contractual obligations; and
principled exercise of shared and individua power.

Legitimacy can be defined as ‘ the acceptance and justification of shared rule by a
community... [whil€]... the question of legitimacy concerns who is entitled to make rules
and how authority itself is generated’ (Bernstein 2005, pp. 142-3). Legitimacy is a quality
of governing that refers to the popular acceptance of aregime’s authority to govern. Itisa
key factor in the effectiveness of governance institutions and underpinned by ethical
concerns derived from rights to self-determination and to property. Among other things,
aspects of legitimacy related to the exercise of power are aso motivated by
communicative rationality.

In liberal democratic systems, legitimacy is conferred by democratic representation
(conferred or input legitimacy (Boedeltje & Cornips 2004)). Regional organizations may
have democratic authority indirectly conferred on them through legislation enacted by
state or federa governments, as is the case with NRM regions in New South Wales,
Victoriaand Tasmania. Legitimacy may also be indirectly conferred if procedures
(appointments, decision-making, financial) are regular and encompass aspects of
democratic processes such as transparency and financia accountability. The question is
whether indirect democratic authority provides sufficient legitimacy for boards of

organi zations appointed from private as well as public sector interests. Governments may
either appoint individuals of their choosing or pass the responsibility to interest groups to
select representatives. In either case, appointees’ democratic credentials can be of
doubtful legitimacy, leading some commentators to suggest that it may be prudent to use
existing democratically based institutional arrangements, such as local governments
(Dovers 2005, Moore 2005).

Alternatively, new institutions of regional governance may acquire legitimacy through
their efforts at regional leadership, through effectiveness at producing outcomes or by
generating consensus around aregional vision (Newman et al. 2004). This may be termed
earned or output legitimacy (Boedeltje & Cornips 2004). Ensuring genuine dialogue
between NRM organizations and their stakeholder constituencies, including alowing
stakeholders to exert substantive influence on decision-making that affects their welfare,
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may also foster legitimacy. At issue in the authoritative legitimacy of regional bodies and
their partnership arrangements with government is the question of the devolution of real
power, especialy in view of the close surveillance currently maintained by state and
federal governments over their operations using technologies or tools such as fiscal
accountability and eval uation and reporting procedures.

Accountability and transparency in decision-making have always been important sources
of democratic legitimation. Accountability is an issue for governance in contexts where
the effectiveness of decision-making processes is essential for their authority and
credibility. In regional settingsin particular, effectiveness can outweigh accountability as
a core vaue of good governance (Lundqvist 2004). In the regional NRM context,
accountability tends to be a one-way affair, upwards to national and state governments
with limited accountability downward to local and regional communities or sideways to
partners (Moore & Rockloff 2006). In other words, vertical accountability tends to
overshadow horizontal accountability, a situation that has not yet recognized recent
tendencies for influence (if not power) to be distributed in horizontal networks and non-
governmental collectivities (Rosenau 2000). Where accountability is unrealizable through
direct democratic involvement and is more informal, the need for citizens to have proper
access to information, to have meaningful consultation, and to be provided with enhanced
opportunities for active participation becomes more significant.

The statutory and contractual environment external to regional NRM bodiesis akey
influence on their operations. The DEH/DAFF (2005) report recommended that the better
practice good governance model for regional NRM bodies should incorporate a principle
by which to assess the extent of compliance with relevant legidative, contractual,
reporting and accountability requirements. From a survey of eight regiona bodies, the
report aso noted numerous constraints on conformity with state and national review and
reporting requirements.

At onelevel, ethical exercise of power influences the distribution of power among
regional NRM organizations and funding provider governments and, at another level, the
exercise of power by individual board members. In both instances, the distribution of
power has impact upon the authoritative legitimacy of regional organizations (Ostrom
1990). Of particular concern in evaluations of regional NRM governance arrangements,
and supported by anecdota evidence, isthe fact that significant responsibilities for these
complex problems are being transferred to regional bodies even though state and national
governments continue to micro-manage their operations (DEH/DAFF 2005, Head &
Ryan 2004).

In a context where the literature suggests that, as appointees, board members of regional
bodies may not enjoy the legitimacy conferred by the democratic process, principled
conduct is essential for ongoing legitimacy of their decision-making and for compliance
from stakeholders. The absence of policy and procedures around codes of conduct and
conflicts of interest noted in the DEH/DAFF (2005) evaluation could pose arisk to
legitimacy in the current corporate governance climate. Good corporate governance
standards for regional NRM organizations require that they maintain a robust
management environment supported by operationa policies, procedures and processes
for finance, human resources, records and information management, information
technology systems and management, fraud reporting and management, and contract
management (DEH/DAFF 2005).
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2. Inclusive in engagement of people involved or affected by decision-making policies
and procedures

Governance is regarded as inclusive when all those with a stake in governance processes
can engage with them on abasis equal to that provided for all other stakeholders.
Inclusiveness is motivated by ethical concerns derived from rights to self-determination,
as well as by investments by government in the techniques and values of communicative
rationality. Solutions to problems requiring substantial changes in attitudes and practices
require the participation of as many of those affected as possible. It is also important to
have access to many different perspectives and kinds of knowledge because no single
actor has the resources to generate solutions to ‘wicked problems’ (Rittel & Webber
1973). Some doubt has been expressed about the openness and inclusiveness of regional
NRM institutions and, in particular, the dominance of specific sectors in the membership
of their boards while other sectors remain unrepresented (Moore & Rockloff 2006).

3. Fair and equitable in sharing of responsibilities, as well as recognition and distribution
of costs and benefits with respect to current and future generations of humans and non-
humans

Those charged with advancing regional NRM arrangements are expected to be fair and
equitable in the exercise of the authority conferred on them, particularly in relation to the
distribution of power, the creation of opportunities for engagement, the treatment of
participants, recognition of diverse values, consideration of current and future
generations, and the development of mechanisms to share costs, benefits and
responsibilities of decision-making and action. These matters may be motivated by
ethical concerns associated with rights to self-determination and property, aswell asa
stance that confirms the intrinsic value of human and non-human actors.

Particular concerns have been raised about the performance of the partnerships approach
to regional NRM where the ideals of shared power and fair and accountable
representation are apparently yet to be realised (Head 2004, Whelan & Oliver nd).
Addressing many natural resource use problems is complicated by confusion over who
should be responsible (Dovers 2005). Given the cross-cutting nature of natural resource
problems, it is especially important to ensure that responsibilities and roles are clearly
defined and that responsibility does not fall unfairly on particular actors. Fairness and
equity in natural resource use would also imply practices founded on stewardship of
resources for protection of biodiversity and ecologica processes and regard for the needs
of future generations.

4. Connected functionally across governance institutions

Instrumentally rational governance requires functional connectivity across different scales
of government, different policy sectors, and regions. Such connectivity is aso important
in building shared recognition of interdependencies among people and among NRM
issues, and in allowing actors to address shared problems. These goals require
institutional arrangements that can link separate formal and informal NRM institutional
processes both vertically and horizontally.

5. Consistent in direction across institutional actors and instruments

Consistency in direction, alogical application of instrumental rationdlity, isa
precondition for effective regional NRM endeavours. To ensure consistency in objectives
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and implementation of policy and management instruments, regional NRM institutions
should have generated along-term vision with short- to medium-term measurable
objectives; strategic direction should be vertically consistent with arrangements at other
governmental levels; and policy and management instruments should be horizontally
consistent across NRM organizations and sectors.

6. Competent and effective in delivering outcomes

Effectivenessin delivering desired outcomes is a basic requirement of instrumentally
rational governance. In the NRM context, effectivenessis functional for achieving
objectives, that is, for producing improvements in resource condition targets. It also
involves a number of non-instrumental preconditions. These include the existence of
mechani sms to negotiate diverse interests, manage conflict productively, and handle
tradeoffs; the ability to implement NRM actions; the ability to promote cooperative
dialogue and other-regarding perspectives; and the capacity to reconcile diverse spatial
and temporal perspectives (Davidson & Lockwood 2006 in press). The presence of such
mechanisms may also influence the durability of governance processes. Lastly, in the
context of sustainable resource use, effectiveness can aso be measured by how efficiently
resources are used, whether through cost savings (minimizing damage to the resource
base by, for example, reducing water pollution) or additional benefits (output increases or
resource condition improvements gained from measures such as reducing water 10ss
through amove from flood to trickle irrigation or conserving the soil base by switching to
no-till cultivation).

The skill and capacity resources available to NRM staff and board members have been
shown to have a considerable impact on the effectiveness of regional NRM organizations
with regard to compliance with reporting arrangements, delivery of programs and
projects, and timeliness of funding delivery. Thisis particularly so in more remote areas
where thereis only asmall pool of people with the requisite skills and interests to serve
on boards. Funding unpredictability makes keeping skilled and experienced staff
particularly challenging (DEH/DAFF 2005)

7. Well-informed

Well-informed decisions are required in both instrumental and communicative
rationality. NRM problems are characterised by complexity, uncertainty, long time scales,
multi-dimensionality, and diverse values. Their solution has to be informed by a broad
range of knowledge sources including scientific research, on-ground experience, and
traditional ecological knowledge (Berkes et al. 2000, Millar & Curtis 1999, Olsson &
Folke 2001). Information is also a key component of transparency. Accessibility and
equity of information flows, effective communication, and education (the public transfer
of knowledge, skills, ideas and facts) are three of the seven dimensions of transparency
identified by McGregor (2003) leading to a greater diversity of knowledge and expertise
input into decision-making and thus more effective problem-solving. The right kind of
freely flowing information, together with effective communication, can stimulate the
creativity and flexibility necessary to respond to new situations as they arise (Andersson
& Hoskins 2004, Nthunya 2002). At the same time, the limits of knowledge should be
recognized by the application of the precautionary principle (Cooney 2004), and
safeguards installed to prevent knowledge being abused as a means of control (Andersson
& Hoskins 2004).
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8. Responsive and self-reflexive with respect to changing circumstances, knowledge
and performance

The various uncertainties and positive feedback effects associated with NRM problems
mean that NRM institutions and organizations must be capable of adapting to changing
circumstances and knowledge. Accelerated change in natural systems and shortened
feedback loops imply a need for systematic approaches to organizational and policy
learning through ongoing assessment of performance and processes —that is, self-
reflexivity. In light of the uncertainties and complexities generated under such conditions,
self-reflexivity or metalearning provides the information for adaptive governance, policy,
planning and management. Assessments can help to change perspectives on
organizational objectives and the means and methods to be employed (Schleicher-
Tappeser & Strati 2004). In an organization that is continuously seeking to enhance
collective and individual performance in relation to organizational objectives and wishing
to cultivate adaptive capacities, processes of performance measurement, reporting and
review will be standard. Organizations that are capable of adapting to changing
circumstances should undertake regular reviews of organizational performance to
promote self-reflexive learning about their effectivenessin delivering outcomes. They
should also have in place mechanisms to identify and manage risks to achieving
organizational objectives.

9. Durable in ability to account for varying temporal scales in social, institutional and
biophysical processes

The long time scales of NRM problem devel opment and biophysical change processes
and the constraints of institutional inertia on policy and social change suggest that there
has to be persistence of policy and institutional settingsif thereisto be sufficient
longevity for policy and institutional learning (Dovers 2005). The expert panel results
favour robust collaborative NRM processes supported by appropriate funding cycles,
broad political commitment to NRM policy, and realistic reporting and achievement
expectations to promote durability. Recent eval uations of regional NRM governance
arrangements identified short funding cycles and unrealistic reporting and monitoring
expectations as issues for regional NRM organizations in fostering durability
(DEH/DAFF 2005).

8. USING GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES: THE NEXT STEPS

We will use the governance principles described in Section 7 as a basis for assessing the
quality of NRM governance in our nine partner regions (see project overview above),
thereby identifying aspects of governance that should be targeted for improvement. The
principles will also assist us to establish a monitoring and eval uation framework for
regional NRM governance.

The assessment and associated framework will require the development of indicators for
good regional NRM governance (Figure 2). These indicators will be specific and
measurable expressions of the above broad principles. A first round of interviews will be
undertaken with regional partnersto elicit general views on governance challenges and
indicators. The research team will use these views together with the principlesidentified
in this report to devel op a draft set of indicators. The indicators will then be taken back to
the regions for confirmation.
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We anticipate using four approaches for indicator measurement: interpretation of existing
data sources; primary data gathering from regional bodies; primary data gathering from
state and national government agencies; and surveys of any key regional stakeholders not
directly represented on the regional bodies. Indicators that require data to be gathered
from regiona bodies will be measured during a second round of regional interviews. At
this time, key staff from state and national government agencies will aso be interviewed.
The results from these processes will be made available in future reportsin this series.

APPENDIX 1. DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS

In this report, and throughout the Pathways project, we will employ terms that may take
on avariety of meanings and interpretations. To ensure clarity in our use of such terms,
for the purposes of the project we will adopt the following definitions.

Governance

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. Note: this definition includes, but is not restricted to,
corporate governance.

Normative statement

A statement generated from a value-based assertion. For example, the value-based
assertion ‘fairnessis good’ can be used to generate the normative statement ‘ governance
arrangements should befair’.

Governance principle

A normative statement indicating the qualities that governing arrangements should
possess, or suggesting how responsi ble authorities should exercise their powersin
meeting their objectives.

Good governance
Governance that is in accord with a set of governance principles.

Good governance indicator
A guantity or quality that measures current governance performance against good practice
governance.

Natural resource management (NRM)

Environmental management that is directed towards the conservation and sustainable use
of natural resources (vegetation, water, soils, components of biodiversity and ecosystem
processes).

NRM actor

An entity that influences or constitutes NRM actions and outcomes, including human
stakeholders, organizations, legidlation, policy documents, agreements and components
of the natural world (such as biophysical entities).

Sakeholder
An organization, governmental entity, or individua that has a stake in, or may be affected
by, or is capable of influencing a given approach to the management of natural resources.
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NRM governance
Governance that is directed towards achieving NRM outcomes (that is, the conservation
and sustainable use of natural resources).

Region

One of the 56 geographic areas defined jointly by the Australian, state and territory
governments into which the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and the
Natural Heritage Trust programs are delivered.

Regional NRM governance
NRM governance established or implemented by an authority (national, state or regional)
that acts at aregional level.

Sustainability
A series of ideas about interactions between human and natural systems that have as their
basic understandings that:
human systems are subject to environmental limits;
environmental quality islinked to good social and economic outcomes; and
there has to be an equitable distribution of resources and opportunities among and
between current and future generations.

Sustainabl e devel opment
A framework for management of human activities that promotes the ability of societies
to:
live within environmental limits;
integrate across social, economic and environmental concerns;
foster broad participation in relevant policy processes and implementation activities;
and
ensure equitable outcomes for current and future generations.

Sustainable resource use

Use of vegetation, land, water, air, the components of biodiversity, and ecosystem
processes in away and at arate that does not lead to their long-term decline or
degradation, thereby maintaining their potential to meet the needs of present and future
generations.
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APPENDIX 2. EXPERT PANEL ROUND 1 RESULTS

Governance
arrangements should be:

Application to regional NRM

Supporting sour ces

1. Connected and
inter active across
governance institutions
(including government,
private sector and civil
society organisations),
horizontally and
vertically

Cross-scale, cross-sector integrating institutions that
build a shared recognition of the interdependency among
people and among NRM issues and allows them to
address shared problems

Functional linking (vertical and horizontal) of separate
formal and informal NRM institutional processes

3 Expert Panel
Members (EPMs),
Bellamy et al. (2002)

2. Coherent across the

Vertical and horizontal consistency of NRM objectives

3 EPMs, EC (2001),

democratic basis and

mandate or authority that is freely and willingly

objectives and Integrated application of NRM policy and management | DEH/DAFF (2005)
implementation of policy instruments across institutions and sectors
and management
instruments
3. Legitimatein their NRM decision-makers have an electoral /legidative 2 EPMs, UNDP

(1997), Graham et al.

participation of all
peopleinvolved or
affected by decision-
making at al levels

the range of actors that affect, and are affected by,
regiona NRM

NRM structures and processes that provide
opportunities for wide participation, and which are built
on freedom of association and speech, as well as
capecities of all actors to participate constructively
NRM policy and planning processes that are acceptable
to actors

respect for the rule of delegated by affected actors (2003), Borrini-
law NRM rules are respected because they are ‘owned’ by Feyerabend et al.
people (2006)
Decisions comply with legal requirements
Legal frameworks are fair and enforced impartially
4. Inclusivein Decision-making that is as representative as possible of | 4 EPMs, UNDP

(1997), EC (2001),
Dovers (2005), Graham
et al. (2003),
DEH/DAFF (2005),
Borrini-Feyerabend et
al. (2006)

5. Fair and equitablein
distribution of power,
opportunity for
participation, treatment

Decision-making and delivery processes that are
perceived to be fair and which achieve outcomes that are
judged equitable by all actors

Decisions that are taken at the level closest to the issues

3 EPMs, UNDP
(1997), EC (2001),
Bellamy et al. (2002),
Graham et al. (2003),

transparent across all
governance actors

Free flow of information

Clarity of roles across al ingtitutional actors

NRM processes, institutions and information directly
accessible to all actors

Availability of information that enables actors to
understand and monitor institutions and their decision-
making processes

of participants, and values at stake (subsidiarity), so there is genuine and | DEH/DAFF (2005)
recognition of values, appropriate devolution of power
and consideration of Free expression of views, with no discrimination related
current and future to gender, ethnicity, social class and so on
generations Fair avenues for conflict management and, as needed,
non-discriminatory recourse to justice
Equitable distribution of the costs and benefits for NRM
actions
Recognition of and respect for the values of current
actors as well as those without a direct voice (nature,
future generations)
6. Accountable and Decision-makers who are accountable to all actors 3 EPMs, UNDP

(1997), EC (2001),
Bellamy et al. (2002),
Graham et al. (2003),
DEH/DAFF (2005),
Borrini-Feyerabend et
al. (2006)
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Governance
arrangements should be:

Application to regional NRM

Supporting sour ces

7. Knowledge-based in
decision-making across
environmental, social
and economic
dimensions

Generation, use and integration of a broad range of
knowledge sources

Acknowledgement of complexity, uncertainty, long time
scales and multi-dimensionality of issues, values and
outcomes

Mutual understanding between representatives of
scientific research, practical on-ground experience and
political know-how

Decision-making informed by scientific and community-
based knowledge

4 EPMs, Bellamy et al.
(2002), Dovers (2005)

8. Adaptive in response to
changing circumstances
and knowledge

Policy and planning processes that enable policy and
ingtitutional learning at all levels

Monitoring and evaluation that is directed towards
improved governance, policy, planning and management
Learning ingtitutions that are context sensitive and have
responsive capability to new information and
circumstances

3 EPMs, Bellamy et al.
(2002), Dovers (2005),
DEH/DAFF (2005)

9. Tolerant and
accommodating of the
time needed to address
social, institutional and
biophysical change

Realistic funding cycles
Enduring collaborative processes
Realistic reporting and achievement expectations

2 EPMs, Dovers (2005)

processes

10. Outcome oriented Planning capability that generates a long-term vision, 1 EPM, UNDP (1997),
towards strategic TBL short to medium term measurable objectives and related | EC (2001), Bellamy et
objectives actions that are clearly specified, logically coherent and | al. (2002), Dovers

widely accepted
Planning processes that seek consensus on long-term
direction and short to medium term objectives

(2005), Graham et al.
(2003), DEH/DAFF
(2005), Borrini-
Feyerabend et al.
(2006)

11. Effective in delivering
outcomes

Effective mechanisms for mediating interests and
addressing conflict, where possible with a consensus
orientation

Delivery capability to implement NRM actions
Processes and institutions that make the best use of
resources

UNDP (1997), Bellamy
et al. (2002), Graham
et al. (2003),
DEH/DAFF (2005),
Borrini-Feyerabend et
al. (2006)




APPENDIX 3. EXPERT PANEL ROUND 2 RESULTS

Gover nance ar rangements
should be:

Ideal expression of principlein regional NRM

GENERIC GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES

1. Legitimatein the exercise of
authority as conferred by
democratic mandate or by
participatory deliberative
procedures/processes

NRM decision-makers who have an electoral/legidative mandate or
authority that is freely and willingly delegated by affected actors
NRM organizations that engage in genuine dialogue with stakeholder
congtituencies

NRM organizations that allow stakeholders substantive influence on
managerial decisions affecting their welfare

2. Inclusive in the participation
of al people involved or
affected by decision-making

Decision-making that is representative of the values and aspirations of all
affected actors

NRM structures and processes that provide opportunities for wide
participation, and which are built on freedom of association and speech,
aswell as capacities of all actorsto participate constructively

NRM policy and planning processes that are acceptable to actors

NRM rulesthat are socially legitimate because they are ‘owned’ by
affected actors

3. Fair and equitablein the
distribution of power,
opportunity for participation,
treatment of participants,
recognition of values,
consideration of current and
future generations, and the
sharing of costs and benefits

Decision-making and delivery processes that are perceived to be fair and
which achieve outcomes that are judged equitable by all actors
Decisions that are taken at the level closest to the issues and values at
stake (subsidiarity), so there is genuine and appropriate devolution of
power

Free expression of views, with no discrimination related to gender,
ethnicity, indigeneity, or socid class

Fair avenues for conflict management and, as needed, non-discriminatory
recourse to justice

Equitable distribution of the costs and benefits arising from NRM actions
Recognition of and respect for the values of current actorsaswell as
those without a direct voice (nature, future generations)

Legal frameworks that are fair and impartially enforced

4. Principled in the exercise of
shared and individual power

NRM organizations that promote a culture of good governance through
ethical processes and the ethical exercise of power

Behaviour of all actorsthat is honest, sincere and not deceptive or
manipulative

5. Accountable and
transparent across all
governance actors

Decision-makers who are accountable to all actors

Free flow of information

Clarity of roles across dl ingtitutional actors

NRM processes, institutions and information that are directly accessible
to al actors

Information that enables actors to understand and monitor institutions
and their decision-making processes

Reporting procedures that address both outputs and outcomes

6. Responsive to changing
circumstances and knowledge

Policy and planning processes that enable policy and institutional
learning at al levels

Monitoring and evaluation that is directed towards improved governance,
policy, planning and management

Learning institutions that are context sensitive and have responsive
capability to new information and changing circumstances

7. Effectivein delivering
outcomes

Effective mechanisms for mediating interests and addressing conflict,
where possible with a consensus orientation

Delivery capability to implement NRM actions

Processes and institutions that make efficient use of resources

Use of appropriate forecasting and assessment instruments to

antici pate/eval uate impacts of NRM decisiong/actions
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Sustainability gover nance
arrangements should be:

Ideal expression of principlein regional NRM

SUSTAINABILITY GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES

1. Connected functionally
across governance institutions
(including government,
private sector and civil society
organizations)

Cross-scale, cross-sector and cross-boundary integrating institutional
arrangements that build capacity to address shared problems
Functional linking (vertical and horizontal) of separate formal and
informal NRM institutional processes including connections between
decision-makers and constituencies

2. Consistent in direction across
ingtitutional actors and
instruments

Vertical and horizontal consistency of NRM objectives

Integrated application of NRM policy and management instruments
across institutions and sectors

M echanisms to manage tradeoffs and contradictions among objectives
and policy as an essential component of institutional design

Planning capability that generates along-term vision, short to medium
term measurabl e objectives and related actions that are clearly specified,
logically coherent and widely accepted

3. Well-infor med

Generation, use and integration of a broad range of knowledge sources
Mutual understanding between representatives of scientific research,
practical on-ground experience, traditional ecological knowledge, and
political know-how

Effective employment of scientific and community-based knowledge
Recognition of the limits of knowledge by means of such aids as the
Precautionary Principle

4. Durablein their ability to
account for the varying
temporal scales of socidl,
institutional and biophysical
change processes

Funding cycles that develop and sustain capacity in the long-term
Enduring collaborative processes

Ongoing and bi-partisan political commitment to regional NRM delivery
Accountability requirements that are cognisant of limited regional
organizational capacities

Decision-making and delivery capability that can manage complexity,
uncertainty and long time scales
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