4. Key findings and lessons

The previous section presents results from thenimémt survey against the evaluation
criteria. This section, drawing on that data oetikey findings from this second phase of the
evaluation and discusses implications for regiddfaM planning practice, policy and
knowledge in northern Australia. Regional NRM huasleed at different rates across regions
and jurisdictions in the north. Still, findings pented here can be seen as the state of play
following the main planning stage and the transistage to early implementation.

4.1. Identity, roles and responsibilities

By early 2005 regional bodies in northern Australizre beginning to establish a presence
and profile in their regions. Many regional bodéssociate this growing legitimacy with the
consistent flow of funds for regional works and #fdlity to broker meaningful partnerships
or co-investments. However, consistent with findifigm the firsBenchmark Reparthe
legacies of past NRM arrangements and partnersbipiinue to affect the success of the
current regional NRM planning initiative. Transtatiof earlier groups into the design of new
regional arrangements was undertaken more suctigsafaome regions than others.

There is a sense of ambiguity felt by some regibodies as being perceived by government
‘as community’ and by some sections of the comnyuais government’ entities. Despite the
confusion this creates for some stakeholders, megipnal players state that this helps them
operate more effectively in the space between comitsnend government. More importantly,
it allows regional bodies to develop an identity\#&M partnership brokers. The non-
statutory status of regional bodies is a distinguig feature of regional arrangements in
northern Australia that also supports this ‘brokgrirole. Many regional bodies view
maintaining a non-government identity as a keytashé&h they believe lets them work with
landholders or other organisations in a way nosidess for a statutory body, responsive to
particular regional needs.

Closely linked to issues of regional body identitg roles and responsibilities, and hence
implied and actual contributions, to the regionaicomes. As part of their transition from
plan-development to implementation, roles have gedmmarkedly for many regional bodies
in the last twelve months. This change has aldoented the way regional bodies interact
with their partners, stakeholders and co-invesiing. evaluation emphasised a number of
regional body roles as key strengths in their apgino

* Responsibility for regional coordination betweeiti@tives and scales in the region;
« Building awareness, promoting and informing beactice NRM in the community;

« Providing a variety of opportunities for communéiggagement in NRM decision-
making and ownership of those decisions; and,

* Providing a structure — the regional body — thalkdlsuconsensus amongst a wide
variety of disparate stakeholders or previoushagaonistic interests in the region.

Despite a lack of formal authority, contested lieggicy in some government spheres and
claims of insufficient resources, regional bodippear to have been remarkably successful in
the regional coordination role in particular. Thoge includes regional body staff actively
facilitating coordination at local and regional éév (e.g. organising forums, networks,
connecting people to resources, and connectingniikeled activity).
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Regional bodies also help focus effort and brokeM\funding from a range of government
and non-government sources.

Not all emerging roles for regional bodies are unested or equally valued across regions
however. For example a number of regional bodieslaveloping increasing technical
capability in the areas of data management, mapoidgmonitoring. In some cases this is
making cooperation with resource management ageeeigier. In others it is causing unease
over perceived competition in areas historicallpsidered government’s domain.

Although improving in most regions, the clarityregw roles between regional bodies,
government and industry is reported as the mostyperforming attribute of the regional
system (see Table 4) and is seen as a seriousrndnc®lRM planners and managers. In the
first phase of the evaluation, the role of localgmment in NRM arrangements in
Queensland was found to be highly problematic. Sb&months on there is still a mixed
sense of progress in some regions and little grragress on this issue in others.
Encouragingly, clarification and negotiation ofesland relationships is a priority for most
regional players during the next 12 months. Therdso evidence to suggest that getting into
the actual business of implementation and projegbtation has greatly helped regional
bodies, governments and stakeholders identify tespective contributions (see section 4.4.
below).

An approach that emphasises “alignment of effartagions rather than “integration” is
proving beneficial in regional body and governmgistussions. ‘Alignment’ is framed in
these discussions as the combined use of complameyproaches (e.g. regulatory,
incentives and voluntary action) based on diffem@ganisations core strengths. However,
clarification of respective responsibilities is eesary in progressing this.

4.2. Governance issues in regions

Some aspects of existing governance arrangementsamworking. Foremost amongst these
is finding the right organisational structure fegional bodies that can balance perceived
“excessively bureaucratic” program requirementsporate requirements, and community
expectations for regional body governance. For gt@mmegional bodies perceive that
excessive accountability requirements limit theipacity to respond adaptively to pressing
needs and reduce stakeholder participation in gimj@here is agreement between both state
government and regional body respondents that thex@nsiderable scope to improve and
streamline business practices in both sets of isgaons.

Broadly speaking, a significant outcome of the segi NRM process to date has been
stronger cross-government and whole of governmamperation, particularly at the regional
and macro-regional levelThis is likely to improve across northern Ausaals regional
arrangements become more established in the Norireritory and Western Australia and
with time as regional bodies continue to learn figemtnership experiments with their
neighbours and government agency collaboratorpdieents stated this cooperation has
brought greater alignment of effort in service ps@mn amongst government agencies.
Structures such as Queensland’s RCGs provide graaterency of policy advice and state
agency governance arrangements, which has inrmysroved relationships between regional
bodies and state agencies.

8 The term ‘macro-regional’ is used to imply grousiraf regions, such as those which exist under the
RCGs in Queensland
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Regional bodies, by and large, believe these forammsmportant for engaging government
departments. These forums do not yet adequateygenkey agencies that have transport,
infrastructure and social and economic developmespgonsibilities.

The ability of regional bodies to self-sustain figglly in the longer term — independent from
government program funding — continues to be adadfudiscussion at the regional level.
Opinion is split as to whether financial indeperzkefrom government(s) or long term
funding commitment from government(s) is preferaiiéndeed achievable. Regardless,
government funding, particularly cash funding, ightty valued by regional bodies for its
ability to leverage products and services at tigeoreal level.

4.3. Impacts of different jurisdictional approacheson regional
outcomes

Due to the staggered nature of signing programfamding agreements between state,
Territory and Australian governments, arrangememésach of the three jurisdictions studied
are at different stages of maturity in the planrang investment cycle. It is important to
highlight that each of the three jurisdictions hal@ adopted quite different approaches in
delivery of the regional NRM model. These differapproaches — primarily related to the
degree of centralisation of planning and investnaetivity - appear to have significantly
influenced the program and planning outcomes isdhareas.

In relative terms the approach adopted in the NorntfTerritory is the most centralised of the
three jurisdictions studied. Control of the earlgnming and engagement stages has been
largely embedded within, and dependent on goverhoféners for delivery. The rationale

for this approach included limitations of the tlregional body’s structure — as a non-
incorporated entity — and a belief this would miigentransaction costs of establishing
additional community infrastructure where stakekaddvere already believed over-stretched.
This decision restricted the then regional bodlge-LtCNT - to a stakeholder reference group
role or external client for the INRM plan. The LCNdesigned principally as an advisory
structure, also had difficulty in fulfilling its NIR body role as a decision-making body. The
initial strategy however of using an agency-badadmpng team to reduce pressure on the
community, produced a lack of access to and owigerdtthe planning process and plan
amongst sectors and subregions. This ‘mismatchvdst structure and role of the LCNT
was the principal driver in the formation of thesrnlRMB (NT) Inc. in late 2005.

Difficulties in the Northern Territory were alsoawerbated by the decision to plan for the NT
as a single investment region under the NHT. Tppears to have had significant
consequences such as marginalisation of key stidersamperating at actual ‘regional’

scales. There were similar experiences in Queethstagions where for example in Cape
York, a greater degree of central control exerte@tate and Australian Government interests
correlated with poor progress in finalising plarghand investment arrangements in that
region. In essence the NRM region becomes a tuganfbetween external interests to the
detriment of local determination.

The Kimberley subregion forms one of four subregiander the Western Australian
Rangelands NRM region. Under this framework the lbéntey subregion team coordinated
the engagement, sub-regional plan development doidty setting in their sub-region. In this
sense the engagement and planning processes werdatalised or distributed than in the
Northern Territory for example. However, the ma@tidion-making and investment
functions still resided with the Rangelands NRM @liiwating Group structure.
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Despite sub-regional representation at the Randslable, the Kimberley subregion was
left, in effect, with limited political efficacy ithe final investment decisions. This also
created a lack of certainty of the future roletakeholder engagement networks, such as an
effective Aboriginal reference group, establishedrty development of the subregional plan.

The lesson here from the Kimberley is that devahand resourcing planning and
engagement functions on a ‘short-term’ basis witltmeision-making power leads to
frustration, uncertainty, and high social transattosts for planners and stakeholders alike.
It simply does not allow stakeholders to recogsisicient return (financial, social or
material) to justify their considerable involvemanid trust in the planning stage.

The Ord River Catchment as a NAP region had a miefieed planning area, tighter scope,
and an established NRM planning network in the fofrthe Ord Land and Water initiative.
In contrast this region was able to exert greateallcontrol and autonomy in their regional
investment and project development phases, maintamentum of activity and leverage
significant government agency and industry buy-in.

Queensland, in relative terms, adopted a more degapproach to the regional NRM
planning process. Arguably a more inherently riskptegy that State’s NRM regions were
given greater flexibility in their organisationaldagovernance arrangements. As a result
some 15 different sets of arrangements developdiffatent rates across Queensland. The
decision by the State Government to support rediorelevant models did not come without
considerable tensions. These tensions includedahinual testing of governance,
accountability, policy, representation and priestissues between regional bodies and state
and Australian governments leading up to plan aitagon and during the investment
planning phase. The benefits of this devolved am$equently diversified model is being
realised in regional investment processes thagerging at more socially and ecologically
relevant scales. While providing strength in db@wnership of the process this diversity,
however, does still cause some headaches for agestate level industry and business
groups seeking consistent engagement approactsamesral regions. There is consensus
building amongst regional bodies however to mowveatals greater consistency and
efficiency in financial reporting and other aspeaftsheir corporate governance, despite their
diverse modes of operation.

4.4. The importance of “doing” and getting on withthe job

Regional bodies stated their preference to minimisgactions over the next year and get on
with the job of NRM delivery. This is nested withieal sense of urgency amongst regional
bodies to demonstrate their merit and capabilgg@snplementers. The benefits from
implementing on-ground works are seen to improeecttindition of regional assets but also
act as a focus to improve regional NRM partnersHipseporting on their progress regional
bodies are seeking to shift their emphasis fromutroutput’ reporting to actual outcomes
and lessons from projects.

Adopting this approach will, in the views of regabitbodies, win-over remaining detractors,
validate the new way of doing business, justifyengiiture and build on the trust that has
been extended to them by the wider community. &ealso a sense of frustration in some
regions with the lack of on-ground implementatiédiN&M plans to date. This frustration is
linked to feelings of being caught in the plannaygle, of too much focus on organisational
process (i.e. who represents, who votes, who ssiteegdable) and in a small number of cases
indecision over what the next step should be.
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The process itself of developing tangible projeétsommon interest has proved critical to

the development of functional and effective reglareangements. Rather than being a pre-
requisite for project development there are sevasés where collaboration and belated
stakeholder buy-in — including commitment of in-diresources by agencies — has succeeded
through jointly developing practical, asset focupeajects in regions, where the lengthy up-
front regional planning process had failed to se¢hat buy-in. This is not to overlook the
benefits generated by the broader planning prate=§ such as a clearer picture of potential
collaborators priorities, culture, resources, ahd,knowledge to design the project to meet
strategic regional needs.

Scant suitable scientific information to direct thesign of S.M.A.R.T targets remains a
challenge for NRM in many regions of northern AaBé&. Information from informal reviews
of on-ground actions and information-exchange witdnd between sectors has instead been
used to guide many NRM priorities and actions tie d&Accommodating different types of
knowledge and NRM aspirations (e.g. Indigenous Kadge) in these informal reviews has
proved challenging in some regions. The importafaoing and then sharing experiences
on major project outcomes is recognised by regibodies as critical for adaptive
management of natural resources in those landsca@pesise of local and Indigenous
knowledge in designing NRM actions and projects, @ontribution of scientific information
and monitoring systems is discussed below.

4.5. Partnerships and regional priorities

Under the regional NRM model, new partnershipseanerging and continue to strengthen.
To illustrate, some 34 separate partnerships vegrarted as currently emerging or being
actively sought with local government, Aboriginalrid Councils, the ‘NRM research’ sector
and agri-industry peak bodies. Regional bodies lpagitioned themselves as a broker of new
partnerships between industry groups, agenciesarelsers and community sectors in their
region, and, are learning more about negotiatirt wirange of partners to get projects
signed and implemented. The expansion of scopenresegions, such as the Ord, to include
rangelands areas adjacent to the irrigation are@iwvided a platform for new partnership
discussions between pastoralists and irrigatorswimk previously separate parts of the
landscape.

Community, industry and government NRM prioritiee aot well aligned in regions. Priority
alignment in coastal regions of Queensland is ggohowever and most likely driven by
defining water quality pressures and related pdfigyers in those regions. This general lack
of alignment has not limited the development of mastnerships. Interestingly, new regional
partnerships do not depend on both parties shi#rggame values or management priorities.
Instead, the glue in the partnership is largely ni@hmutual benefit can be found or where
there is mutual interest in the management of Bcpdar asset or pressure. The evaluation
indicates that aligned priorities are more likadybe a longer-term product of partnerships
than a starting point. This has significant impticas in regions where potential partners are
prescriptive about the values to be protectedlandscape or part of a landscape as a
precondition for co-investment.

? In this case the term project is used to mean aaliscrete and broader program of targeted
investments but with a defined outcome, locatiodh participants
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4.6. Links to local, catchment and other sub-regica groups

Regional players consider the mobilisation of tosmmunity to address long-standing NRM
problems as a significant outcome and strengthefégional approach to date. One region
provided the example that “in eighteen months &€ land managers [are now] involved in
sub-catchment planning”. Links between regionatlenanagement, local, catchment and
other sub-regional networks are considered to Ipdeice and supporting sub-regional activity
by two thirds of survey respondents. These subBreginetworks are highly valued by
regional players for both engagement and implentientaelivery.

Whilst marked improvements have been made sincprthéousBenchmark Repartvorking
with landholders and other on-ground groups renth@ehallenge in several regions.
Linkages in regions such as the Northern Territéd¥yh Rangelands, and South West NRM,
were reportedly still forming. The regional processs criticised in some cases for trying to
develop new, duplicate and poorly connected netsvaakher than supporting or further
strengthening existing ones. The success or oteerafihistorical association under previous
arrangements continues to influence current relaligps between Landcare and regional
bodies. Respondents also referred to “hangovens fine plan development” process where
the role of Landcare groups, for example, is ydtdalarified. Regional body support for
local groups was also affected by factors suchstartte and travel time in large regions.

4.7. Who is - and isn’t - at the NRM table in regios

The nature and level of involvement of differerstk&tholders and interests varies greatly
across the northern planning regions. There isgisat variation in the involvement of a

given sector, such as local government, within @rdss regions. As such there is no core set
of interests who are involved or represented imexegion to the same extent. This makes
generalising evaluation findings difficult. In largegions with dispersed populations,
planners believe it is harder to engage effectivety example, available resources are
considered by planners in regions such as the Wig&ands, Northern Territory and
Southern Gulf, as insufficient for meaningful peigiation of even key stakeholder groups.

Local Government

A low rate of participation of local governmentstive plan development phase was widely
reported in the firsBenchmark ReparRegional bodies note significant improvements in
local government contributions to regional NRM otles last twelve months. However,
contributions are still considered “patchy” in mosgjions with strong sign-up from some
local governments and not others. Finding or depietpthe right scale or mechanism to
engage groups of local governments in their regiancommon challenge. Cook Shire in
Cape York, Douglas Shire in the Wet Tropics, andidaand Litchfield local governments

in the Northern Territory were identified by regadiodies as valuable contributors.
Generally, local governments are well representedli@M boards. Nonetheless, involvement
to date has rarely translated into projects oratpmral changes to local government business.

Indigenous, conservation, agri-industry and mininigrests

Regional bodies report that some stakeholdersterdsts experience greater difficulty
participating in the regional process than otheaspely Traditional owners, Indigenous
interests, and conservation interests. The mingagps is another stakeholder perceived to sit
outside the “influence of NRM process”, as “undpresented”, or “problematic” for regional
bodies. These views are similar to those repontethd the first phase of the evaluation in
2004-5.
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This suggests that long timeframes are requireditivess this, or, there is a lack of direction
on how to resolve these issues. More so, the gitua indicative of the capacity of regional
bodies to adequately engage those diverse interests

There is enough evidence, however, to say thabmedjbodies are becoming more successful
in working with Indigenous and agri-industry intst® A success factor here has been to take
a longer-term view, beyond the immediate engagemesds of the regional body to

investing in a longer-term relationship. At the gatime however regional bodies recognise
the need for agri-industry stakeholders in paréicth receive some short-term practical
benefit from their involvement. This is somethihgt many regions have struggled with to
date, given the lengthy nature of the planningiamdstment process. It is obvious that some
regions are still negotiating appropriate involvet&rangements with Indigenous people,
whereas other regions have well established amrdtafé relationships.

Valuing Indigenous and local knowledge

Patterns in the contribution of stakeholder knowgketb implementation also provide some
insight into stakeholder involvement. The repomsd of Indigenous knowledge in project
design and implementation activities, not surpgsinreflects the success or otherwise of
Indigenous engagement arrangements. Use of Indigdamwledge is valued more highly in
regions with a large proportion of Indigenous peami large areas of Aboriginal land. There
were few practical examples provided however of lmowvhy the use of this knowledge was
desirable. How Indigenous stakeholders’ contrimdioan be best used, and exactly why
regional bodies are seeking Indigenous involvernsenbt always clear.

Compared to Indigenous knowledge, there was muohgr agreement on the value and use
of ‘local’ knowledge to inform the design of act®im regions with specific examples
provided of how this was occurring and what pradtieenefits it generated. The value of

local knowledge — generally interpreted as landaman knowledge — is often raised in the
context of poor availability of suitable scientifitformation for implementation in regions.
Factors threatening to reduce regional body adcettss knowledge in savanna regions
included staff turnover in regional bodies, ineffee subregional links to pastoral Landcare
groups and similar networks and the rise in abgelated managers, raised as a particular
concern in the Southern Gulf.

4.8. A more strategic investment?

An instrumental assumption and goal of the regidiM approach is that it results in more
strategic investment and action. There is a génara amongst most survey respondents
that this indeed had been the case for on groudnd®fn their region. Of the remainder,

timing of the evaluation is a factor here with NFegjions, in particular, saying that there
were few on-ground projects up and running yetthegt expected this to pick up by year
three of implementation. Arguably counter to thisly the larger savanna NHT regions in
particular view achieving equity in the distributiof funds between stakeholders or locations
an equally important consideration to strategicontes. This position was strongest in
regions which reported they had limited funds aelielved that stakeholders were owed some
return for participating in a difficult planningquess.

Defining what exactly is a strategic investmertighly subjective. In a narrow sense this
may mean investing: where the science tells uagusie most effective and cost-efficient
intervention or interventions. This definition, hever, requires a major assumption about the
adequacy of regional NRM information and monitorgygtems, formal and informal, to

firstly direct, and then evaluate the impact ot ihaestment.
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4.9. The failure of formal data and information sysems

The state of regional information systems was anm@nstraint identified in the first phase
of the evaluation, which noted that during late £0@arly 2005:

“Roles and responsibilities for resource conditioonitoring in regions were largely undefined or
unclear at best....state and national agencies wsponsible for long-term resource condition
monitoring, [however] coherent programs were nadent...[with a] consequent lack of consistent
information to measure resource condition changdgfze success of interventions” (McDonald et
al 2005b p.9)

Some eighteen months later, and with actions uraemvregions, systems are still not yet in
place to monitor the effectiveness of these actiGwernment agency staff are more
optimistic about the value of existing systemsehiding the introduction of data sharing
agreements in some Queensland regions - than ediodies who report difficulties in
securing the required numbers of skilled staff #redbaseline data necessary to make real
progress on this front.

In section 3.5. above, Table 4 shows the relateréopmance of different aspects of regional
NRM as determined from survey responses. Threeedfive attributes grouped as
performing poorly are major structural aspectsrofypam and regional planning mechanics,
namely: 1) sound and accessible information and af@nagement systems 2) systems for
monitoring and reporting on the effectiveness ohatgement actions; and, 3) alignment of
priorities across institutions. It is not surprigithen that clarity of roles and responsibilities
between organisations is also performing poorlselative terms. These aspects become
tightly related when it comes to determining or atégging conflicting investment priorities
on: what to monitor and where; who manages theitoramgy infrastructure; and, who pays
for it.

In Queensland’s Great Barrier Reef (GBR) catchmreie are clear and significant policy
drivers, such as the RWQPP, for coordinated madniggaend actions for NRM. Yet even at
this macro regional level the formation of an aiddial structure — the Reef Catchments
Partnership — has been required to make progréssewhere has been little substantive
progress to date. There is a paradox here thatgrs such as NHT, developed to
fundamentally address issues of community capac#ycurrently hamstrung by the lack of
progress by resource management institutions atadcdatodians whose primary roles are
aligned with resource assessment and monitorinmpresbilities.

4.10. A reality check on expectations

Any initiative the scale of regional NRM planningshseveral instrumental assumptions about
how that initiative will work. These assumptionsalnderpin the expectations of investors
and participants about the types of outputs andooues that can reasonably be expected.
This evaluation has identified several of thesemggion-expectation links that require re-
thinking if realistic appraisal of progress to deteegions.

Regional target logic

There are two significant gaps in knowledge heat tarrently make assumptions about

likely changes in resource condition largely spatiué. The first of these is the paucity of
empirical data on the cost-effectiveness of speaifanagement actions or interventions. The
second concerns the relationship between achievsegies of management action targets and
their aggregate contribution to long-term regiamslource condition targets.
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This is not to suggest in any way that targets khbe abandoned, but if the regional NRM
model is to work on the basis of adaptive managénties causal relationship between
actions and outcomes needs to be more explicglgdethrough the implementation phase.
This must be done however in a supportive and eedile culture of “learning as you go”,
rather than a punitive or conditional culture whg@@yments’ to regional bodies are tied to
measurable resource change. The key considerafimngd in fact be: i) evidence that the
best bet approach was employed, and then, iijtglan what was learnt from that experience
to inform future efforts.

Quick results in variable landscapes

Regional bodies are confronting what they condiddre unrealistic investor expectations
that regional bodies will deliver “quick resultsticaithen report these in rapid fashion. Many
of the program and performance reporting requirdmienplace are, however, viewed by
government and regional body participants alikbuwslles rather than vehicles to providing
investors with feedback on progress and outcomesh&r does this expectation account for
the likely contribution of immature monitoring sgsts in regions discussed above.

While landscape change is desired by regional ottiey recognise it is unlikely that major
discernible improvements, say in water quality) i achieved in the life of the current
funding programs. In this setting the value of niegiul surrogate measures, such as delivery
of significant on-ground works throughout a regisyeing adopted as a useful indicator of
progress. In the meantime the continuity and camalule social capital required for these
changes has been slow to be reflected in the gallitiimate characterised by uncertainty of
on-going government suppttt

Planning for what?

Regional bodies and architects of NAP and NHT paow agree that the fundamental
deliverables from the investment within the lifetbé program are the improved uptake of
sustainable land and water management practicasra@informed and engaged community
and securing the foundations for long-term cultetenge in natural resource management.

When asked about expected longer term benefits fihemegional NRM approach, natural
resource managers in northern savanna or westegelends regions, draw strong links
between adoption of sustainable management pradticgricultural enterprises and the
perceived flow-on benefits for the social and ecoirovell-being of landholders and their
regional communities. The rationale implicit in NARd NHT agreements sees social
outcomes (e.g. capacity building) as a means tieaehlesource asset ends. The perspective
in regions however, in effect, flips the progrargitoand positions the attainment of
improved NRM as a vehicle for long-term sustaingbof regional communities. This is
further underlined with survey respondent perceystithat the overriding drivers in the minds
of their regional stakeholders are economic. Saaaagions see sustainable livelihoods as
fundamental to achieving sustainable landscapes.

1% political commitment to the regional NRM modelQuieensland was not voiced formally until early
2006 e.g. — after the evaluation data was collected

69



	Cover and table of contents

	Executive summary

	1.Introduction

	1.1 Regional planning in northern Australia

	1.2 Objectives of the Healthy Savannas Planning Systems project

	1.3 Second benchmark of regional planning arrangements

	1.4 Study area

	1.5 Overview of NRM arrangements and regional NRM bodies

	1.5.1 Northern Territory

	1.5.2 Western Australia

	1.5.3 Queensland



	2. Methods

	2.1 Approach

	2.2 Evaluation framework and criteria

	2.3 Key informant survey

	2.4 Case studies in regional planning

	2.5 Caveats and considerations


	3. Results

	3.1 Regional context

	3.2 Regional structures

	3.3 Regional processes

	3.4 Regional outcomes

	3.5 Summary of criteria attributes by relative performance


	4. Key findings and lessons

	4.1 Identify roles and responsibilities

	4.2 Governance issues in regions

	4.3 Impacts of different jurisdictional approaches on regional outcomes

	4.4 The importance of 'doing' and getting on with the job

	4.5 Partnerships and regional priorities

	4.6 Links to local, catchment and other sub-regional groups

	4.7 Who is - and isn't - at the NRM table in regions

	4.8 A more strategic investment?

	4.9 The failure of formal data and information systems

	4.10 A reality check on expectations


	5. Future needs for viable northern regional NRM

	5.1 Sustainable livelihood aspirations

	5.2 Cost-effective actions and appropriate monitoring systems

	5.3 Appropriate structures, scales and scope


	References

	Appendix 1. Web-based survey of regional NRM




